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The purpose of the study, which was conducted at Chemeketa Commun-
ity College in Salem, Oregon, was threefold:
1.to assess the attitudes and opinions of administrators, content
faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning develop-
mental education needs of community college students.
2.to develop a questionnaire which could serve as a model to be
utilized by other community colleges to assess attitudes and
opinions concerning developmental education needs of students.
3.to determine if differences existed between administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students relative
to their understandings of developmental education needs of
community college students.
The major hypothesis was that there would be differences between
the attitudes and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the developmental education
needs of community college students.
The sample consisted of six hundred and seventy-seven respondents.Three hundred and ninety-eight (64%) of the questionnaires were returned
for utilization in the study. The groups selected, and the percentages
of questionnaires returned were as follows: administrators (75%);
content faculty (47%); developmental faculty (81%); and students (70%).
The instrument used in the study was a thirty-two item question-
naire which was developed by the investigator. This instrument used a
five point Likert format where "one" was the highest rating and "five"
was the lowest rating.
The analysis of the data collected was done by utilizing a fixed
model analysis of variance with unequal cell sizes. This statistical
analysis which involved four levels of one factor was computed for
each of the thirty-two items on the questionnaire. The Least Significant
Difference Test was then done as a post hoc procedure on each item that
had an F ratio which indicated a difference significant at the .05
level.
Within the limitations of the study, the following major
conclusions were drawn.
1. Sixty-nine percent of the thirty-two stated null hypotheses
were rejected which indicates considerable differencebetween
the attitudes and opinions of administrators, content faculty,
developmental faculty, and students concerning the developmental
education needs of community college students.
2. Administrators, content faculty, and developmental faculty
differed significantly on only one item that dealt with develop-
mental education skills.
3. Student responses differed significantly from those of
administrators, content faculty, and developmental faculty onnineteen of the thirty-two items.
4. Administrators and content faculty agreed upon whatskills
should be taught but were not in agreement relative to faculty
tutors, summer hours, student tutors, college credit for
developmental courses, and developmental materials relevant to
individual programs of study.
5. Administrators and developmental faculty did not differ sig-
nificantly on any of the items on the questionnaire.
6. Significant differences were found between the attitudes and
opinions of content faculty and developmental faculty on five
items. The four items concerned with drop-in tutoring,
summer hours, student tutors, and college credit for develop-
mental classes suggested that content faculty had more conserv-
ative attitudes toward the operation of the developmental
program than did the developmental faculty.
7. Administrators reported a significantly greater need for
improvement in the skills of reading comprehension, vocabulary,
spelling, basic arithmetic, and use of study time than did
students. Administrators also gave significantly higher ratings
than students to being open during the summer months, student
tutors, and diagnostic testing.
8. Content faculty gave significantly higher ratings than
students to sixteen of the thirty-two items on the question-
naire. Eleven of these items dealt with developmental skills
and the remaining five were concerned with the operation of
the developmental program.
9. Developmental faculty assigned higher ratings than studentsto the eight items concerned with the developmental skills of
reading comprehension, vocabulary, spelling, grammar, basic
arithmetic, the use of study time, note-taking, and listening.
Drop-in tutoring, being open during the summer months, and
student tutors were also rated significantly higher by
developmental faculty than by students.AN ASSESSMENT OF THE ATTITUDES AND
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INTRODUCTION
The community college has been described as a major democratizing
force in American education (Monroe, 1972).As a part of its
mission, this relatively new educational institution attempts to
offer programs to those adults who for one reason or another have not
fit into the traditional public and private school systems.One of
the major vehicles for accomplishing this end is the open admission
policy of which developmental programs are an integral part
(Roueche, 1968).
The need for developmental studies programs was emphasized
in the Carnegie Commission Report (1970) which stated that
community colleges should have a one year program in this area for
students who need remedial assistance prior to entering career
courses.The need for developmental programs was recently reaffirmed
at the initial meeting of the National Association for Remedial/
Developmental Studies in Post-Secondary Education.Three basic
goals of this newly formed national association are:(a) to consider
the need for developmental/remedial studies; (b) the rationale for
meeting this need; and (c) the strategies for implementing2
developmental/remedial education (Saretsky, 1978).
This need is addressed in most community college catalogs
but the vast majority of these colleges do not in fact offer
effective developmental programs (Moore, 1970).Roueche and
Mink (1976) state that national studies indicate that remedial or
developmental programs in community colleges have generally been
unsuccessful.
One of the major factors contributing to the poor quality of
developmental programs is that they evolved from a trial and error
base rather than being developed on the basis of empirical research
(Ahrendt, 1975).Roueche (1968) sees this haphazard process of
program development as a major contributing factor to an intra-
institutional and national controversy surrounding the efficacy of
such programs.
The importance of research to the improvement of the quality
of developmental programs has been described by Roueche (1976) and
he suggests that the needs of students should be the focal point
of this research.
It is crucial to build the program on good educational
assumptions after determining the nature and needs of
the students the program is designed to serve.This is
where evaluation is most desperately needed.p. 11
This investigator's search of relevant literature culminated
in only one study which attempts to compare perceptions of students
and college personnel relative to community college students.
Pollard (1974) asked faculty and students what they perceived as
the needs of the developmental skills program at New York City
Community College.One major conclusion was that faculty and3
students have different perceptions of numerous issues affecting
the developmental education program.
Pollard's conclusion led this investigator to wonder about the
attitudes and opinions of administrators and content teachers
concerning developmental education needs of community college
students.The understandings held by these two groups directly
affect the functioning of the developmental program.
Administrators are responsible for presenting the program to
a governing board which decides on funding.Therefore, it is
critical that the attitudes and opinions of administrators are
consistent with those persons directly in contact with students and
the students themselves.
It also seemed plausible that content teachers may have
different attitudes and opinions concerning developmental needs of
students than do those faculty members who work directly in the
developmental programs.If differences in understandings of student
needs do exist between these two groups, it is important to recognize
these differences because content teachers should serve as a major
referral source for the developmental program.It is also critical
for developmental teachers to be aware of the needs identified by
content teachers if they are to provide the most viable program for
students.
This study assessed the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty and students concerning the
developmental education needs of community college students.The
attitudes and opinions of these four groups were then compared to4
determine if statistically significant differences did in fact exist
between them.
Statement of the Problem
This study deals with three problem areas which are inherent in
many existing community college developmental education programs.
These areas are:
1.the lack of research data describing developmental education
needs of community college students.
2.the lack of research instruments available to assess the
developmental education needs of community college students.
3.the lack of consistency between the attitudes and opinions
of college personnel and students concerning developmental
education needs of community college students.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was threefold:
1.to assess the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty and students
concerning developmental education needs of community
college students.
2.to develop a questionnaire which can serve as a model to
be utilized by other community colleges to assess
attitudes and opinions concerning developmental education
needs of students.5
3.to determine if differences exist between administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty and students relative
to their understandings of developmental education needs of
community college students.
Importance of the Study
Chemeketa Community College received a grant from the Oregon
State Department of Education to develop a model program for serving
educationally disadvantaged community college students in the state
of Oregon (McCue and Buell, 1977).The proposed study will provide
the needs assessment paradigm plus the resulting research data which
will be an integral part of this model program.The results of
this study will be utilized during the summer of 1978 as data upon
which the Center for Student Development at Chemeketa Community
College will continue to develop its programs.
Hypothesis
The hypothesis is that there will be differences between the
attitudes and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the developmental education
needs of community college students.6
Definition of Terms
Administrators refers to those people responsible for
administration of the instructional program.This definition
includes the Dean of Instruction, Assistant to the Dean of Instruction,
Co-ordinator of Institutional/Instructional Development, Directors
and Associate Directors.
Adult Basic Education refers to a program of study which is
designed to be the equivalent of pre-high school and high school
courses.
Center for Student Development is the name designated for that
area of the Learning Resource Center in which developmental education
programs are offered.
Chemeketa Community College is a two-year comprehensive community
college located in Salem, Oregon.
Content Faculty refers to those daytime faculty members who
teach in programs other than those which are offered through the
Center for Student Development and the Center for Adult Basic
Education.
Developmental Education refers to courses and other educational
experiences which are intended to assist students in developing
skills and attitudes which will facilitate successful completion of
their selected program of study.
Developmental Education Needs refer to those skills and
attitudes which are necessary prerequisites if students are to
successfully complete their selected program of study.7
Developmental Faculty refers to counselors as well as the
faculty and staff members who teach in the Center for Student
Development.
Students refers to all persons enrolled in daytime programs
other than Adult Basic Education.
Limitations of the Study
1.This study deals with attitudes and opinions concerning
developmental education needs of students at Chemeketa
Community College.The results of this study are
generalizable to the extent that Chemeketa Community College
is representative of community colleges in Oregon.
2.This study is limited primarily to the attitudes and opinions
of administrators, content faculty, developmental faculty
and students concerning cognitive needs of students even
though there is ample evidence that affective needs play
an equally important role in the success of students in
community colleges.
Basic Assumptions
1.The questionnaire developed for this investigation is valid
for assessing the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty and students concerning
developmental education needs of community college students.8
2.Chemeketa Community College is representative enough of
community colleges in Oregon due to its rural-urban,
multicultural population to allow for generalizability
of the results of this study to other community colleges.9
II. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
The publication of Salvage, Redirection or Custody?Remedial
Education in the Community Junior College by Roueche (1968) was
the first comprehensive attempt at dealing with remedial education
specifically at the community college level.The bibliography
accompanying this work contained one hundred and forty-seven
citations related to community colleges.Only nine of these sources
contained either the terms "remedial" or "developmental" in their
titles.This paucity of literature cited by Roueche (1968) which
was directly related to the research suggested in this proposal
was the basis for this investigator's rationale for focusing primary
attention on the literature generated since 1968.
This section of the review of related literature was an attempt
to provide an understanding of how community college developmental/
remedial programs developed in a relatively haphazard way with
minimal direction from professionals knowledgable in this area.
This lack of planned development is one of the basic underlying
reasons why research such as this study entails is important at
the present time.
The growth of community colleges during the sixties and early
seventies is unprecedented in recent educational history.Ahrendt
(1975) points out that more than one community college per week
was established during the 1967-1968 academic year.This rapid
growth rate had a definite impact on the nature of institutional
expansion during this period of time.The following statement made
by Roueche (1968) underscores one aspect of the effect of this10
accelerated rate of expansion upon remedial programs:
With very few exceptions, little research has been
implemented to evaluate the effectiveness of these
programs...and intuition rather than research
appears to be the basis for most programs. p. 41
The rapid growth of the sixties and early seventies also had
a major effect on the nature of community college faculties in
general (Garrison, 1967) and remedial education faculties
specifically (Roueche, 1969).The majority of community college
faculty came from high schools (Leet, 1968).However, the quest for
remedial education teachers was not as expeditious because very few
of these specialists existed in high schools.Moore (1970) explained
how most of these programs were staffed when he made the statement,
"teachers of remedial students at the college level were for the
most part, self-trained."
The critical nature of the competency of remedial teachers was
demonstrated by Rauer's (1974) study from which he concluded that
close supportive teacher behavior was a critical factor in student
perceptions of distinguishing characteristics of effective
developmental programs.Wright (1975) found a significant
relationship between student perceptions of teachers and effectiveness
of developmental programs.
Developmental education teachers are certainly a key to the
success or failure of a developmental education program for community
college students.However, administrators, content teachers and
counselors also play critical roles in such a program.This section
of the review of related literature deals with these three groups
as they relate to developmental education.11
Administrators must support developmental programs if they are
to achieve a viable position within the community college (Meeth,
1972).Roueche (1976) agrees that administrative support is
prerequisite to a successful developmental program.Eaves (1973)
studied the role of college administrators relative to compensatory
education programs in community colleges and concluded that the
position of administrators on the organizational chart had a
substantial impact on the success of programs.
Content teachers as well as administrators play a major role
in the functioning of developmental programs.Meeth (1972)
concluded that lack of faculty support is a primary stumbling
block for the growth of developmental programs.Anderson (1974)
found that evaluation of programs is complicated by lack of faculty
support.Moore (1976) recommends increased faculty advising as a
means of improving developmental programs.Schiavone (1976) takes
a more extreme stance when he states that remedial programs should
be the responsibility of the respective departments within the
college because many remedial problems are idiosyncratic to the
specific program in which the student is enrolled.
Counselors should be included as collaborators in developmental
education because the way a person studies is a projection of his
total personality (Kirk, 1969).Green (1977) suggests that
colleges dealing with high risk students should be concerned with
providing support groups and with developing a sense of belonging.
Anderson (1974) makes the point that students often do not receive
this kind of supportive assistance due to a lack of communication
between counselors and developmental faculty.12
Reimanis (1973) presented research data to confirm the
inter-relationships between attrition from remedial programs and
personality characteristics.He found that low self-concept of
ability, high debilitating anxiety, low internal reinforcement
control and lack of goal and value clarity were factors related to
attrition.Treppa (1973) conducted a similar study and concluded
that programs which focus on anxieties and feelings of alienation
were more effective than those which focused specifically on
academic concerns.These findings are supported by Ahrendt (1975)
and Roueche (1972) in their statements regarding the critical role
of student self-concept and their insistence that these students can
learn if adequate counseling is an integral part of developmental
programs.
The personnel employed by a community college who support the
developmental program both directly and indirectly are critical
factors but the nature of the curriculum also plays an important
part if the program is to be successful.The ensuing review of
related literature deals with the major curricular issues concerned
with developmental education at the community college level.
Recruiting students for remedial and developmental programs
is usually based on some type of standardized testing.This
presents a major problem for community colleges due to the shortage
of effective testing instruments which have been normed on community
college samples (Zwerling, 1976).Walls (1973) questions the value
of using a nationally standardized test as a primary placement
criterion for developmental students.13
There is also controversy related to using standardized tests
to evaluate program effectiveness (Anderson, 1974).Maxwell (1971)
states that standardized tests rarely, if ever, measure what is
taught in remedial programs.Tillman (1972) concurs with Maxwell and
adds that new instruments should be devised.Knoell (1970) argues
against the use of traditional instruments to assess non-traditional
students because of their long history of frustration and failure
which is characterized by the use of verbal tests for assessment.
How to teach developmental students is another source of
controversy.Roueche (1976) and Roueche and Mink (1976) build a
case for the use of individualized instruction because it shifts
the emphasis for learning from external locus of control to
internal locus of control.The survey of reading instructors done
by Curran (1975) indicates that most of the professionals sampled
feel that individualized instruction should be an integral part
of all developmental programs.
Kahn (1974) questions the relevancy of individualized programs
because they can remove the classroom setting which is often the
only source of belonging for some commuter students.Green (1977)
supports this thesis by emphasizing the necessity for providing
support groups to develop a sense of belonging.
The question of whether giving credit for developmental courses
increases success rates has not been answered conclusively through
research.Nonetheless, Blake (1955) and Roueche and Kirk (1973)
advocate offering remedial and developmental courses for credit
because this enhances student motivation.The Texas State Legislature14
(1973) dictated that developmental courses should carry credit in that
state.A study of the distinguishing characteristics of effective
developmental programs which was done by Rauer (1974) concluded that
academic credit should be given for each course taken.
Existing research does not indicate that required enrollment
in developmental and remedial programs has a negative effect on
success.Frederico (1972) found that volunteer status was not a
significant factor related to program effectiveness.Livingston
(1971) concluded that students assigned to developmental classes
did significantly better than those who selected the same classes.
Rauer (1974) found that mandatory programs for all students
identified as academically deficient was a distinguishing character-
istic of effective developmental programs.
This chapter has thus far been devoted to the state of the art
in community college developmental education programs and how this
state evolved.The next section deals with directions for the
future.
Roueche (1968) underscored the need for valid evaluations of
developmental programs to point the way for more effective
institutional efforts in the future.Agin (1975) supported Roueche
by recognizing the necessity for studies aimed at assessing the
desirability of and the need for developmental programs.
There has also been literature urging that studies be done
which would focus on the individual student who requires developmental
education.Moore (1970) made the following statement:15
If the problem of devising a program for the educationally
disadvantaged is ever resolvedand of course, it must be-
a great deal more will have to be known about the student
who is to be taught.p. 23
Cohen (1971) concluded that greater understanding of the
differential characteristics of developmental students is necessary
if developmental programs are to be effective.Roueche (1976)
agrees that the determination of the nature and needs of the students
to be served must be the basis of the educational assumptions upon
which programs are developed.
Although there is support for research related to the develop-
mental education needs of community colleges, this investigator
found only one such study in a review of related literature.
Pollard (1977) assessed the perceptions of faculty and students
relative to the needs of the Developmental Skills Program at New
York City Community College.The major conclusion of this study
was that overall, faculty and students had significantly different
perceptions as to the stated needs of the Developmental Skills
Program.
In summary, most community college developmental education
programs have evolved on a trial and error basis due primarily to
the demand of the sixties and early seventies.The lack of
knowledgable professionals during this period of growth complicated
the development of these programs.An immediate concern for future
development is to rectify these inherent weaknesses by focusing
research on the nature and needs of the students who utilize these
programs so that developmental education will be a more viable
service in the future.16
III. METHODOLOGY
Selection of the Sample
The sample for this study was selected at Chemeketa Community
College.This section describes each of the four groups included
in this sample.
Group 1Administrators
The sample of administrators was selected from the Dean of
Instruction and his staff.Three administrators who report
to this Dean were not included because they were not involved
directly with administration of classroom instruction.These
people were responsible for audio-visual services, the
library and work-related experiences.All other
administrators responsible to the Dean of Instruction were
included in the sample which consisted of twenty-four
people.
Group 2 - Content Faculty
All faculty members teaching daytime courses during the
spring quarter of 1978 were included in this group except
counselors, adult basic education teachers and general
educational development teachers.Adult basic education
and general educational development teachers were not
included because developmental/remedial programs are
offered within their own department and therefore
they do not utilize the services of the Center for
Student Development.This sample was composed of 192 people.17
Group 3 - Developmental Faculty
This sample consisted of faculty members and tutors
assigned to the Center for Student Development.Counselors
were also included in this group because the individualized
nature of their contact with students makes them more similar
to developmental faculty than to content faculty.This
group was comprised of twenty-one people.
Group 4 Students
This pool consisted of all students enrolled in daytime
courses during the spring quarter of 1978 other than adult
basic education and general educational development students.
To insure that each of the six academic divisions which
are comprised of a total of fourteen sub-clusters at the
college was represented, the following procedure was
utilized to select this sample:
1.Two faculty members were selected from each
sub-cluster using a table of random numbers.
2.One class taught by each of these faculty members
was selected using a table of random numbers.
3.The students in the selected classes received
the questionnaire in their classroom.
This procedure generated a sample of 440 students.18
The Variables
The dependent variables in this study were the scores assigned
by respondents to denote their attitudes and opinions of developmental
education needs of community college students.The respondents
were asked to do this by completing a questionnaire which consisted
of thirty-two items.Each of these items was assigned a score based
upon the following Likert type of scale:




5 - strongly disagree
The independent variables consisted of the four groups
assessed in this study.These groups represented administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty and students.
Preparation of the Questionnaire
The only comparable study which this investigator found in a
review of relevant literature was done by Pollard (1974).The
questionnaire which he developed was not adaptable to this study
because it focused on program needs and benefits rather than student
needs.Therefore, the instrument utilized in this study was
developed solely by this investigator.19
Tuckman (1978) suggests that the following steps should be
followed in the construction of a questionnaire:
1.specify the variables to be measured
2.choose the response mode
3.prepare questionnaire items
4.pilot test and evaluate the questionnaire
This study utilized the aforementioned procedure for constructing
the questionnaire.
Step #1:Klopfer states that the following three sources
should be tapped when defining the attributes of the variables to
be studied:the researcher, the literature and the subject
population.
The original set of items for this questionnaire was selected
by this investigator.This list was based upon a review of relevant
literature.This list was then presented to all Directors and
Associate Directors at the college on an individual basis.This
investigator explained the purpose of the study and solicited
additional items from each of these individuals.
A representative sample of faculty and students was then
approached to further expand upon the list of items.This sample
was comprised of a faculty member and a student from each of the
sub-clusters within the college.The items generated by this
sample plus the previously generated items comprised the final
list which was taken to a committee of six faculty members.This
group of faculty members constituted a standing committee which
served as an advisory council to the Center for Student Development20
at the College.Their task was to categorize the list of items
generated through the previously mentioned procedures.
Prior to the meeting, each item was placed on an individual
card.Each member of the group was presented with a complete set
of item cards at the outset of the meeting. Each person was asked to
categorize the cards into groups in an effort to remove overlapping
items and improve wording of items.The following explanation may
be helpful in understanding this procedure.Comprehension, rate,
main idea, content, vocabulary and general vocabulary were all
suggested as items to be considered under the grouping of "reading."
The committee categorized this group to comprehension, rate and
vocabulary because main idea is an integral part of comprehension
and the two areas of vocabulary could be assessed under the one
heading of vocabulary.
After each person had categorized the items for a specific
group, a discussion ensued to reach a concensus among all committee
members.Agreement was achieved in each grouping after considerable
discussion on some groups.Attainment of total concensus was the
terminating point of this step in the procedure.
Step #2:Tuckman (1978) states that the ultimate criteria
in choosing a response mode should be the nature of the variables
and the intentions for statistically testing hypotheses.In
addition, the nature of the respondents must also be considered
(Oppenheim, 1966).21
The three most commonly utilized scales employed by researchers
to quantify subject responses from questionnaires are the Likert
scale, the semantic differential and the Thurstone scale (Tuckman,
1978).Each of these scales yields interval data so they would all
satisfy the criterion of being amenable to interval scale statistical
analysis procedures.A five point Likert scale is the simplest
response mode to complete so it was selected for use in this study
because some of the respondents, especially students were probably
naive regarding questionnaire completion due to their inexperience
with completing such instruments.
Step #3:The initial draft of the questionnaire focused on
dealing directly with student needs.For example, one item asked
the respondents to assess the degree of need students have for
reading comprehension.This direct approach was difficult for an
informal sample of individuals to interpret because of the term
"need."They had varied understandings of this term even though
it was defined for them.Therefore, this approach to writing the
questionnaire items was discarded in favor of the more indirect
approach of asking them to respond to items referring to developmental
programs which they felt would be of assistance to students.The
assumption inherent in this approach is that the responses do in
fact indicate what the respondents believe to be developmental
education needs of students.
The questionnaire consisted of two question formats.The
first seventeen items were amenable to a format which utilized
a common stem because each item dealt with a specific skill.The22
final fifteen items required individual wording because of the
variability of the attitudes and opinions being assessed in these
items.The questions in the more abbreviated format were placed
on the first page to make the task of completing the questionnaire
appear as simple as possible.The intention of this arrangement
was to increase the motivation of the respondents to participate
in this study.
Step #4:The first pilot test of the questionnaire was
done at Chemeketa Community College with a sample of one
administrator, six faculty members and five students.Each partici-
pant in this sample was approached individually by the researcher
and asked to read the cover letter and questionnaire.They were
then asked to identify aspects of these materials which were
confusing.The areas of confusion were noted by the researcher
who then made appropriate changes on the questionnaire.The
final three people approached were all students and they felt
that the materials were coherent and understandable.The pilot
study was terminated at this point.
The final pilot test was also done at Chemeketa Community
College.The purpose of this pilot study was to gather data upon
which to assess the reliability of the questionnaire.A test-
retest format was selected to do this because each of the items on
the questionnaire is a discrete entity.Due to this discreteness,
techniques such as split-half, Kuder-Richardson and analysis of
variance were not applicable to the data.23
A representative random sample of two administrators,
fourteen content faculty and two developmental faculty were selected
for this pilot study.The twenty students involved in this pilot
study were members of two accelerated reading classes.These
specific classes were selected because they were deemed by the
investigator to be more representative of the student population at
Chemeketa Community College than classes in specific content areas
because they are open to students from any program at the college.
The questionnaire was first administered on Monday, April 24,
1978.The investigator delivered the questionnaire individually to
the non-student participants and to the students in their classroom
setting.The retest was done one week later on Monday, May 3
following the same procedure utilized in the initial administration.
The results of this study were analyzed by computing a
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient for each of the
items.A correlation coefficient for the total instrument was
calculated by transforming each of the item coefficients to "z"
scores.These standard scores were then averaged and the resulting
"z" score was transformed back to a correlation coefficient of
+.64.This correlation coefficient represents the test-retest
reliability of the questionnaire and was found to be significant
at the .01 level.Significance was determined by utilizing the
procedure outlined on page 155 in Basic Statistical Methods by
Downie and Heath (1965).24
Collection of the Data
The questionnaire (See Appendix E, page 108), was administered
to all participants during the week of May 15, 1978.All
administrators, content faculty and developmental faculty except
those who participated in the pilot study received the instrument
on Monday, May 15 via campus mail.They received a reminder
(See Appendix F, page 113), on Monday, May 22 urging them to
return the questionnaire by Wednesday, May 24 if they had not done
so previously.
The student sample was randomly selected by classes which
represented the fourteen sub-clusters at the college.This selection
was done by drawing the names of two faculty members from a faculty
list for each sub-cluster through use of a table of random numbers.
A list of the classes taught by each of these faculty members was
secured from the Registrar's office and one class was then selected
from the classes taught by each of these faculty members.This
selection was also done using a table of random numbers.
All of the faculty members selected to have one of their
classes included in the study agreed to participate.However,
two of these classes had only four students enrolled so different
classes taught by the same teacher were randomly selected for
inclusion in the study so that more students would be included in
the sample.
Two classes were selected from each sub-cluster because the
average class size according to the Assistant Registrar was
approximately twenty students.Therefore, this would allow for a
sample from each sub-cluster of approximately forty students25
which was adequate for the statistical requirements of this study.
The staff members from the Center for Student Development
administered the questionnaires to the student groups in their
classes between May 16 and May 18, 1978.A written set of directions
was prepared for the Center staff to insure that each class
received the same directions (See Appendix C, page 104).The
completed questionnaires were returned to the Center for Student
Development by May 19, 1978.
Analysis of the Data
The responseson the completed questionnaires were key
punched on IBM cards in preparation for computer analysis of the
data.These data cards were then analyzed using the CYBER computer
system at Oregon State University.
In order to test the major hypothesis, the following null
hypothesis were stated:
1.There will be no significant differencebetween the
attitudes and opinions of administrators, content faculty,
developmental faculty, and students concerning the need
for the Center for Student Development to offer programs
to assist students in improving reading comprehension.
2.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer programs to
assist students in improving vocabulary.26
3.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer programs to
assist students in improving reading rate without reducing
comprehension.
4.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer programs to assist
students in improving spelling.
5.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer programs to assist
students in improving grammar.
6.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer programs to assist
students in improving technical report writing skills.
7.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer programs to assist
students in improving essay writing skills.27
8.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer programs to assist
students in improving speech for students whose first
language is not English.
9.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer programs to assist
students in improving spoken class presentations.
10.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer programs to assist
students in improving basic arithmetic.
11.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer programs to assist
students in improving understanding of the metric system of
weights and measures.
12.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer programs to assist
students in improving beginning algebra.28
13.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer programs to assist
students in improving their ability to use study time
effectively.
14.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer programs to assist
students in improving their ability to take useful notes
in class.
15.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer programs to assist
students in improving their ability to get meaning from
what is heard in class.
16.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer programs to assist
students in improving memory.
17.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer programs to assist29
students in improving test-taking skills.
18.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer tutoring by faculty
members.
19.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to be open evenings during
the week.
20.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer programs to assist
students with developing self-confidence.
21.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer tutoring on a
drop-in basis.
22.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer instruction on a
small group basis in which there would be a maximum of
twelve students.30
23.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to be open during the summer
months.
24.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer tutoring by fellow
students.
25.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to do testing before a student
registers for classes to identify basic skill deficiencies
the individual might have in reading, writing or math.
26.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to require students identified
as deficient in the basic skills of reading, writing or
math to receive assistance at the Center for Student
Development in their deficient area(s).
27.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer college credit for31
courses offered by the Center for Student Development.
28.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer tutoring on a
regularly scheduled basis.
29.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for the
Center for Student Development to offer instruction on an
individualized basis.
30.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need to have
minority staff members available in the Center for Student
Development.
31.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need to have
more private areas within the Center for Student Development
in which to work.
32.There will be no significant difference between the attitudes
and opinions of administrators, content faculty, develop-
mental faculty, and students concerning the need for
assistance offered through the Center for Student Development
to be relevant to the individual's program of study.32
Each of the null hypotheses was subjected to a fixed model
analysis of variance with unequal cell size.This analysis of
variance design involved four levels of one factor.The four levels
represented the four groups and each item on the questionnaire was
treated as a single factor.Therefore, the analysis of variance
was computed thirty-two times to elicit data on each questionnaire
item.
The analysis of variance assessed whether significant differences
existed between the means of the four groups.The Least Significant
Difference Test was then done as a post hoc procedure on each item
that had an F ratio which indicated that the difference between
the means was significant at the .05 level of confidence.The
purpose of this post hoc procedure was to assess which of the four
means were significantly different from each other.33
IV. TREATMENT AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
Introduction
This chapter deals with the treatment and analysis of the data
collected for the present study.The first section is concerned
with describing the sample selected for inclusion in the study.
The second section presents aranked assessment of the attitudes
and opinions of the four groups of respondents.Section three
describes the statistical comparisons computed to ascertain if
significant differences existed between the attitudes and opinions
of the four groups concerning each of the thirty-two items.The
fourth section presents the results of the hypotheses tested.
The Sample
Six hundred and seventy-seven questionnaires were distributed
to the participants.Sixty-fourpercent of these questionnaires
were returned but five percent of those returned were not usable
because information critical to categorizing the responses was
not supplied by the respondents.Complete information concerning
the distribution and return of questionnaires is presented in
Table 33, page 115.34
Ranked Assessment of the Attitudes and
Opinions of the Four Groups
The ranked assessment of the mean scores for each group and
mean scores for the total group on each item of the questionnaire
are presented in Table 34, page 118, and Table 35, page 120.
The ranked assessments are presented in two sections because
the first seventeen items on the questionnaire dealt with develop-
mental education skills whereas the remaining fifteen items dealt
with the operational aspects of the Center for Student Development.
The rating scale used on the questionnaire is presented below:




5 - strongly disagree
The assignment of ranks to each of the items on the questionnaire
was done by rank ordering the mean responses of each group on each
item.For example, the administrators rank of 1.5 on item number
one indicates that two items had the same highest score.Therefore,
each of these items received a rank of 1.5.
The total means were calculated by computing a weighted
average of the four group means on each item.These total means
were then rank ordered to give an indication of the overall
ranked importance of each of the items.35
Ranked Assessment of the
First Seventeen Items
1.Reading Comprehension was ranked by content faculty and
students as the area of greatest need.Administrators
and developmental faculty ranked this statement as 1.5.
The total mean placed reading comprehension as the most
critical area of need among the first seventeen statements.
2.Vocabulary was ranked as the second greatest overall need
of students.Students ranked this second which was the
highest of the four groups.Rankings of third and fourth
were assigned to this item by developmental faculty and
administrators.Content faculty placed the least
importance of the four groups on the need for vocabulary
improvement which is exemplified by their ranking of 6.5
on this item.
3.Reading Rate was ranked third by students.Administrators
and content faculty gave reading rate a rank of 8.5 and
developmental faculty placed it tenth.Overall, this item
was given a ranked assessment of fifth.
4.Spelling was assessed as an area of high relative importance
by administrators who ranked it third, content faculty who
placed it second and developmental faculty who gave it a
rank of 1.5.Students however, ranked spelling as eighth.
The ranked assessment of the total mean score for spelling
was fourth.36
5.Grammar received an overall rank of sixth.Content faculty
and developmental faculty both ranked grammar as fourth in
importance.Administrators ranked this area as sixth and
students placed the least importance of all groups by
ranking it as seventh.
6.Report writing was ranked at 14.5 by both administrators
and developmental faculty.Content faculty placed report
writing fourteenth in importance.Students however, ranked
this item as sixth.The total ranked assessment for report
writing was twelve.
7.Essay writing was given a total rank of fifteenth.Content
faculty's ranking of sixteen was lowest of the four groups.
The ranked assessments of 14.5 by developmental faculty,
12.5 by administrators and eleventh by students were
contributors to the overall rank of fifteenth.
8.Speech improvement was ranked highest by content faculty
who placed it at 8.5.Administrators and students ranked
this item eleventh and twelfth respectively.Developmental
faculty placed this item at seventeenth.The overall
assessment was ninth.
9.Oral presentations were given the lowest overall assessment
of the first seventeen items.Administrators and students
ranked this item seventeenth.Developmental faculty
placed it sixteenth and content faculty ranked it fifteenth.37
10.Basic arithmetic was given a rank of 1.5 by administrators
and third by content faculty.Developmental faculty placed
this item at 7.5.However, students ranked it as fifteenth
out of the first seventeen items.The overall ranked
assessment was tenth.
11.Metric system improvement was placed fourteenth overall.
Students ranked it tenth whereas developmental faculty
placed it thirteenth.Administrators gave this item a
rank of 12.5 and content faculty gave it the lowest
possible assessment of seventeenth.
12.Beginning algebra received an overall low rank of sixteenth.
Students and administrators both placed this item sixteenth.
Content faculty gave it a ranked assessment of thirteenth
and developmental faculty placed it twelfth.
13.Study time was seen as most important by administrators
who ranked it sixth.Developmental faculty ranked it
ninth.Content faculty placed it tenth and students
ranked it fourteenth.The overall rank was eleventh.
14.Taking notes was ranked overall as third most important
of the first seventeen items.Students and content faculty
placed it fifth with developmental faculty ranking it 5.5.
Administrators ranked this item sixth.
15.Listening was given the ranked assessment of 6.5 by
content faculty.Developmental faculty placed this item at
7.5.Administrators and students ranked listening at
8.5 and ninth respectively.This area was seen as eighth
most important overall.38
16.Memory was ranked thirteenth overall.Developmental
faculty placed most importance on this item of the four
groups by ranking it eleventh.Content faculty placed it
twelfth and students ranked it thirteenth.Administrators
gave memory improvement the lowest rank of 14.5.
17.Test taking was seen as relatively high in importance by
students who ranked it fourth.Developmental faculty ranked
this item at 5.5.Administrators and content faculty
ranked test-taking tenth and eleventh respectively.
The overall ranked assessment was seventh.
Ranked Assessment of the
Final Fifteen Items
18.Faculty tutors were seen as most important by students who
ranked it sixth.Content faculty placed this item at
fourteenth while developmental faculty and administrators
ranked it tenth and ninth respectively.The overall
ranked assessment for faculty tutors was ninth.
19.Evening hours for the Center for Student Development was
ranked fifth overall.Students placed the highest degree
of importance on this item by assigning a rank of fourth.
Administrators and content faculty both ranked it fifth
and developmental faculty placed it sixth.
20.Self-confidence improvement was given an overall rank
of twelfth.Developmental faculty gave this item the
lowest ranked assessment of fourteenth.Students ranked39
it eleventh and both administrators and content faculty
placed it tenth.
21.Drop-in tutoring was ranked first by developmental faculty.
This level of importance was not evident in the responses
of the other three groups.Ranked assessments of seventh,
eighth, and ninth were assigned by administrators, content
faculty and students respectively.The overall rank for
this item was seventh.
22.Small group instruction was ranked fourteenth overall.
Administrators placed this item twelfth and students
assigned it a rank of 12.5.Content faculty and develop-
mental faculty both placed it thirteenth.
23.Summer hours for the Center for Student Development were
seen as most important by the developmental faculty who
ranked this item second.Administrators ranked this
extension of hours at 3.5.Students and content faculty
ranked this item fifth and 6.5 respectively.The overall
assessment was sixth.
24.Peer tutors were ranked highly by developmental faculty
who ranked it third and administrators who ranked it at
3.5.Content faculty placed this service ninth and students
gave it a ranked assessment of fourteenth.The overall
ranked assessment was thirteenth.
25.Pre-testing in the basic skill areas was ranked first
by both administrators and content faculty.Developmental
faculty and students placed it seventh and eighth respectively.
This item was ranked fourth overall.40
26.Compulsory attendance in the Center for Student Development
for students diagnosed as deficient in basic skills was
given a rank of 3.5 by content faculty.Administrators
placed this item twelfth.Students and developmental
faculty ranked compulsory attendance at 12.5 and fifteenth
respectively.The overall ranked assessment for this
item was tenth.
27.College credit for courses offered through the Center for
Student Development was ranked fifteenth by administrators,
content faculty, and students.Developmental faculty
placed it ninth.The overall ranked assessment for this
item was fifteenth.
28.Scheduled tutoring was ranked highest by content faculty
who placed it second.Students ranked this item third
and developmental faculty and administrators placed it
fifth and sixth respectively.The overall ranked assessment
for scheduled tutoring was third.
29.Individualized instruction was ranked as the second most
important item overall.Students placed it second and
content faculty ranked it at 3.5.Administrators and
developmental faculty both placed this item eighth.
30.Minority staff members for the Center for Student Development
was ranked overall as eleventh.Administrators and content
faculty both placed it twelfth.Developmental faculty
gave this item a ranked assessment of eleventh and students
placed it tenth.41
31.Private work areas within the Center for Student Development
was ranked highest by students who rated it sixth.
Administrators placed it fourteenth and content faculty
ranked it eleventh.Developmental faculty gave this item
a ranked assessment of twelfth.The overall rank was
eighth.
32.Relevant materials was ranked as the most important item
by students.Administrators gave this item a rank of
second.Developmental faculty and content faculty placed
this item fourth and at 6.5 respectively.Relevant
materials were considered the first most important item
overall.42
Comparison of the Attitudes and Opinions
of the Four Groups
Each of the thirty-two items on the questionnaire was subjected
to a one-way analysis of variance technique to determine if
significant differences existed between the means of the four groups.
If the resulting F ratio was significant at the .05 level, the
Least Significant Difference post hoc test was utilized to determine
which individual means were significantly different from each other.
This section presents the results of these statistical procedures.
Table 1
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #1 The Center for Student Development should offer
programs to assist students in improving reading comprehension.
Administrators ContentDevelopmentalStudentsF1
Faculty Faculty
Means 1.2222 1.3117 1.2941 1.8916 .01
Standard
Deviations .4278 .4936 .4697 .9208
1 Significance Level of F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated a difference between the means
of the four groups which was significant at the .01 level.The
Least Significant Difference Test indicated that the difference was
between group four (students) and the other three groups.43
Table 2
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #2The Center for Student Development should offer
programs to assist students in improving vocabulary.
Administrators ContentDevelopmentalStudentsFl
Faculty Faculty
Mean 1.5556 1.6234 1.3529 1.9476 .01
Standard
Deviations .6157 .6497 .4926 .8790
1 Significance Level of F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that a difference existed
between the means which was significant at the .01 level.The
Least Significant Difference Test indicated that the difference was
between group four (students) and the other three groups.
Table 3
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #3The Center for Student Development should offer




Means 1.6667 1.7143 1.6471 1.9510 NS
Standard
Deviations .8402 .7044 .8618 .9757
1 Significance Level of F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that there were no significant
differences between the means on this item.Therefore, no post hoc
test was necessary.44
Table 4
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #4 - The Center for Student Development should offer
programs to assist students in improving spelling.
Administrators ContentDevelopmental StudentsFl
Faculty Faculty
Means 1.5000 1.4805 1.2941 2.0420 .01
Standard
Deviations .6183 .5284 .4697 1.0353
1 Significance Level of F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that a difference existed
between the means which was significant at the .01 level.The
Least Significant Difference Test indicated that the differences
were between group four (students) and the other three groups.
Table 5
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #5 - The Center for Student Development should offer
programs to assist students in improving grammar.
Administrators ContentDevelopmentalStudentsFl
Faculty Faculty
Means 1.6111 1.5325 1.4118 2.0245 .01
Standard
Deviations .6978 .5755 .5073 .9676
1 Significance Level of F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that a difference existed
between the four group means which was significant at the .01 level.
The Least Significant Difference Test indicated that group four45
(students) was significantly different from groups two (content
faculty) and three (developmental faculty).
Table 6
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #6 - The Center for Student Development should offer





Means 2.1667 2.4211 2.1765 2.0105 .05
Standard
Deviations 1.0432 1.1462 .8828 .9195
1 Significance Level of F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated a significant difference at
the .05 level between the group means.The post hoc test indicated
that the significant difference was between group four (students)
and group two (content faculty).
Table 7
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #7The Center for Student Development should offer






2.111 2.5195 2.1765 2.0874 .01
.7584 1.1310 1.1311 .9381
1Significance Level of the F Ratio46
The analysis of variance indicated that a difference existed
between the means which was significant at the .01 level.The Least
Significant Difference Test indicated that the significant difference
was between group four (students) and group two (content faculty).
Table 8
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #8 - The Center for Student Development should offer
programs to assist students in improving speech for students whose






2.0556 1.7143 2.7059 2.0909 .01
1.1618 .9156 1.4902 1.4181
1 Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that a difference existed
between the means which was significant at the .01 level.The Least
Significant Difference Testindicated that group two (content
faculty) was significantly different from groups three (development
faculty) and four (students).47
Table 9
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #9The Center for. Student Development should offer
programs to assist students in improving spoken class presentations.
Administrators ContentDevelopmentalStudentsF1
Faculty Faculty
Means 2.4444 2.5065 2.5882 2.4580NS
Standard
Deviations .9218 1.0837 1.1757 .9715
1 Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that there were no significant
differences between the means of the four groups.Therefore, no
post hoc test was necessary.
Table 10
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #10The Center for Student Development should offer







1.2222 1.4935 1.5294 2.2692 .01
.5483 .7001 1.0073 1.1305
1Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that a difference existed
between the means which was significant at the .01 level.The post
hoc test indicated that the significant differences were between
group four (students) and each of the other three groups.48
Table 11
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #11 - The Center for Student Development should offer
programs to assist students in improving understanding of the metric






2.1111 2.5584 2.0588 2.0699 .01
1.0786 1.1527 1.1974 1.0540
1Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that a difference which was
significant at the .01 level existed between the group means.
However, the post hoc test was not sensitive enough to indicate
which means were significantly different from each other.
Table 12
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #12 - The Center for Student Development should offer







2.3889 2.3377 1.8824 2.2832NS
1.0922 1.1878 1.1663 1.0696
1Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that there were no significant
differences between the means of the four groups.Therefore, no
post hoc test was necessary.49
Table 13
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #13The Center for Student Development should offer




Means 1.6111 1.7403 1.5882 2.1923 .01
Standard
Deviations .6077 .9652 .5073 1.0929
1 Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that a difference existed
between the means which was significant at the .01 level.The Least
Significant Difference Test located these significant differences
as being between group four (students) and each of the other three
groups.
Table 14
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #14The Center for Student Development should offer





Means 1.6111 1.5714 1.4706 1.9965 .01
Standard
Deviations .6077 .7852 .5145 1.0513
1Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that a difference existed50
between the group means which was significant at the .01 level.
The Least Significant Difference Test indicated that group four
(students) was significantly different from both group two (content
faculty) and group three (developmental faculty).
Table 15
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement 415The Center for Student Development should offer
programs to assist students in improving ability to get meaning




Means 1.6667 1.6234 1.5294 2.0594 .01
Standard
Deviations .5941 .8891 .6243 1.0760
1Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that the difference which
existed between the means was significant at the .01 level.The
Least Significant Difference Test indicated that group four (students)
was significantly different from groups two (content faculty) and
three (developmental faculty).51
Table 16
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #16 - The Center for Student Development should offer
programs to assist students in improving memory.
Administrators ContentDevelopmentalStudentsF1
Faculty Faculty
Means 2.1667 2.1169 1.7647 2.1364NS
Standard
Deviations .8575 .9730 .8314 1.0788
1Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that there were no significant
differences between the four group me-ans.Therefore, no post hoc
test was necessary.
Table 17
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #17The Center for Student Development should offer
programs to assist students in improving test-taking skills.
Administrators ContentDevelopmentalStudentsFl
Faculty Faculty
Means 1.7778 1.8701 1.4706 1.9685NS
Standard
Deviations .6468 .8937 .5145 .9674
1Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that there were no significant
differences between the four group means.Therefore, no post hoc
test was necessary.52
Table 18
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #18 - The Center for Student Development should offer






2.0556 2.7403 2.2353 2.1771 .01
.9376 1.2183 1.3005 .9841
1Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that a difference existed
between the means which was significant at the .01 level.The Least
Significant Difference Test indicated that group two (content faculty)
was significantly different from groups one (administrators) and
four (students).
Table 19
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #19The Center for Student Development should be open




Means 1.7222 2.0130 1.8235 1.0903NS
Standard
Deviations .7519 .9247 .6359 1.0150
1 Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that there were no significant
differences between the four group means.Therefore, no post hoc test53
was necessary.
Table 20
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #20 - The Center for Student Development should offer




Means 2.2222 2.3377 2.5882 2.3785NS
Standard
Deviations 1.0603 1.1654 1.3257 1.0555
1Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that there were not significant
differences between the four group means.Therefore, no post hoc test
was necessary.
Table 21
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS




Means 1.9444 2.2208 1.2353 2.2118 .01
Standard
Deviations .9376 1.0466 .4372 1.1076
1 Significance Level of theF Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that a difference existed
between the group means which was significant at the .01 level.The
Least Significant Difference Test indicated that group three54
(developmental faculty) was significantly different from groups two
(content faculty) and four (students).
Table 22
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #22 - Instruction should be offered on a small group basis




Means 2.3889 2.4286 2.4706 2.4201 NS
Standard
Deviations .9164 1.0934 .7998 1.1077
1Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that there were no significant
differences between the four groups means.Therefore, no post hoc
test was necessary.
Table 23
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #23The Center for Student Development should be open
during the summer months.
Administrators ContentDevelopmentalStudents
Faculty Faculty
Means 1.6667 2.1558 1.6471 2.1181 .05
Standard
Deviations 1.0847 .9468 .6063 .9370
1Significance Level of the F Ratio55
The analysis of variance indicated that a difference existed
between the group means which was significant at the .05 level.
The Least Significant Difference Test indicated that group three
(developmental faculty) was significantly different from two (content
faculty) and four (students).
Table 24
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #24 - The Center for Student Development should offer
tutoring by fellow students.
Administrators ContentDevelopmentalStudentsFl
Faculty Faculty
Means 1.6667 2.2338 1.6471 2.5104 .01
Standard
Deviations .7670 1.0500 .7019 1.0291
1Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that a difference existed
between the group means which was significant at the .01 level.The
Least Significant Difference Test identified the following significant
differences.Group two (content faculty) and group four (students)
were both significantly different from the other three groups.56
Table 25
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #25 - Testing should be done before a student registers
for classes to identify basic skill deficiencies the individual
might have in reading, writing or math.
Administrators ContentDevelopmentalStudentsFl
Faculty Faculty
Means 1.4444 1.4545 1.8824 2.1944 .01
Standard
Deviations .7048 .8514 .9275 1.0966
1 Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that a difference existed
between the group means which was significant at the .01 level.The
Least Significant Difference Test indicated that group four (students)
was significantly different from groups one (administrators) and two
(content faculty).
Table 26
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #26 Students identified as deficient in the basic skills
of reading, writing or math should be required to receive assistance







2.3889 1.8961 2.8824 2.4201 .01
1.1950 1.2627 1.4090 1.2243
1Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that a difference existed57
between the group means which was significant at the .01 level.The
Least Significant Difference Test indicated that group two (content
faculty) was significantly different from group three (developmental
faculty) and four (students).
Table 27
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #27 - Students should receive college credit for courses







2.8889 3.2857 2.1765 2.7049 .01
1.0786 1.3064 1.0146 1.1804
1Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that a difference existed
between the group means which was significant at the .01 level.
The post hoc test indicated that the significant differences were
between group two (content faculty) and the other three groups.58
Table 28
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS





Means 1.7778 1.8052 1.7647 2.0694 .05
Standard
Deviations .6468 .7262 1.2005 .8964
1
Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that a difference existed
between the group means which was significant at the .05 level.The
post hoc test did not specify the location of the differences.
Table 29
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #29 - Instruction should be offered on an individualized
basis.(Student works independently at his/her own pace with
assistance from a staff member)
Administrators ContentDevelopmentalStudentsFl
Faculty Faculty
Means 2.0000 1.8961 1.9412 2.0069NS
Standard
Devations .9075 .8673 1.0880 1.0393
1Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that no significant differences
existed between the group means.Therefore, no post hoc test was
necessary.59
Table 30
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #30Minority staff members should be available in the
Center for Student Development.
Administrators ContentDevelopmentalStudentsF1
Faculty Faculty
Means 2.3889 2.3766 2.2941 2.3403NS
Standard
Deviations 1.1448 1.1126 .7717 1.0668
1
Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that no significant
differences existed between the group means.Therefore, no post hoc
test was necessary.
Table 31
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #31Students should have more private areas within







2.7778 2.3506 2.3529 2.1319 .05
1.0603 1.0732 1.1695 .9717
1Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that a difference existed
between the group means which was singificant at the .05 level.
The Least Significant Difference Test indicated that the significant
difference was between group one (administrators) and group four
(students).60
Table 32
EVALUATION OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #32 - Assistance offered through the Center for Student
Developmentshould be relevant to the individual's program of study.
(For example, study skills for nursing students should be based upon
materials from the nursing curriculum.)
Administrators ContentDevelopmentalStudentsFl
Faculty Faculty
Means 1.5556 2.1558 1.7059 1.7465 .01
Standard
Deviations .7838 1.2038 .8489 .9078
1Significance Level of the F Ratio
The analysis of variance indicated that a difference existed
between the means which was significant at the .01 level.The Least
Significant Difference Test indicated that the significant difference
was between group one (administrators) and group two (content faculty).
Results of Hypotheses Tested
This study focused on thirty-two null hypotheses which involved
determining if significant differences existed between the attitudes
and opinions of the four groups assessed concerning the developmental
education needs of community college students.
Hypothesis one stated that there would be no significant difference
between the attitudes and opinions of administrators, content
faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning the need for
the Center for Student Development to offer programs to assist students
in improving readingcomprehension.61
As shown in Table 1, page 42, significant differences existed
between students and the other three groups.Therefore, hypothesis
one was rejected.
Hypothesis two stated that there would be no significant
differencebetween the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning the
need for the Center for Student Development to offer programs to
assist students in improving vocabulary.
Significant differences did exist between students and the
other three groups as indicated in Table 2, page 43.Therefore,
hypothesis two was rejected.
Hypothesis three stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to offer programs
to assist students in improving reading rate without reducing compre-
hension.
No significant differences were found between the four groups
on this item as shown in Table 3, page 43.Therefore, hypothesis
three was accepted.
Hypothesis four stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to offer programs
to assist students in improving spelling.62
As shown in Table 4, page 44, significant differences did
exist between students and the other three groups.Therefore,
hypothesis four was rejected.
Hypothesis five stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to offer programs
to assist students in improving grammar.
Students responses differed significantly from both content
faculty and developmental faculty as indicated in Table 5, page44.
Therefore, hypothesis five was rejected.
Hypothesis six stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to offer programs
to assist students in improving technical report writing skills.
A significant difference existed between the responses of
students and content faculty as shown in Table 6, page 45.Therefore,
hypothesis six was rejected.
Hypothesis seven stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to offer programs
to assist students in improving essay writing skills.
As shown in Table 7, page 45, a significant difference did
exist between the responses of students and content faculty.
Therefore, hypothesis seven was rejected.63
Hypothesis eight stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to offer programs
to assist students in improving speech for students whose first
language is not English.
The responses of content faculty were significantly different
from both developmental faculty and students as indicated in Table 8,
page 46.Therefore, hypothesis eight was rejected.
Hypothesis nine stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to offer programs
to assist students in improving spoken class presentations.
No significant differences existed between the responses of
the four groups on this item as shown in Table 9, page 47.
Therefore, hypothesis nine was accepted.
Hypothesis ten stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to offer programs
to assist students in improving basic arithmetic.
As shown in Table 10, page 47, significant differences existed
between the responses of students and the other three groups.
Therefore, hypothesis ten was rejected.
Hypothesis eleven stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,64
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to offer programs
to assist students in improving understanding of the metric system
of weights and measures.
A significant difference did exist between the responses
of the four groups as shown in Table 11, page 48.Therefore,
hypothesis eleven was rejected.
Hypothesis twelve stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to offer programs
to assist students in improving beginning algebra.
As shown in Table 12, page 48, no significant differences
were found between the four groups.Therefore, hypothesis twelve
was accepted.
Hypothesis thirteen stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to offer programs
to assist students in improving their ability to use study time
effectively.
A significant difference existed between the student group
and each of the other three groups as shown in Table 13, page 49.
Therefore, hypothesis thirteen was rejected.
Hypothesis fourteen stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning the65
need for the Center for Student Development to offer programs to
assist students in improving their ability to take useful notes
in class.
Significant differences existed between the students and both
content faculty and developmental faculty as shown in Table 14,
page 49.Therefore, hypothesis fourteen was rejected.
Hypothesis fifteen stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to offer programs
to assist students in improving their ability to get meaning
from what is heard in class.
As shown in Table 15, page 50, students responses were signif-
icantly different from those of both content faculty and develop-
mental faculty.Therefore, hypothesis fifteen was rejected.
Hypothesis sixteen stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to offer
programs to assist students in improving memory.
No significant differences were found between the four groups
as shown in Table 16, page 51.Therefore, hypothesis sixteen was
accepted.
Hypothesis seventeen stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning the
need for the Center for Student Development to offer programs to66
assist students in improving test-taking skills.
No significant differences were found between the four groups
as shown in Table 17, page 51.Therefore, hypothesis seventeen
was accepted.
Hypothesis eighteen stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to offer tutoring
by facultymembers.
Significant differences did exist between the responses of
content faculty and both administrators and students as shown in
Table 18, page 52.Therefore, hypothesis eighteen was rejected.
Hypothesis nineteen stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to be open
evenings during the week.
As shown in Table 19, page 52, no significant differences
existed between the four groups.Therefore, hypothesis nineteen
was accepted.
Hypothesis twenty stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to offer programs
to assist students with developing self-confidence.
There were no significant differences as indicated in Table 20,
page 53.Therefore, hypothesis twenty was accepted.67
Hypothesis twenty-one stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to offer tutoring
on a drop-in basis.
As shown in Table 21, page 53, the developmental faculty
group was significantly different from both content faculty and
students.Therefore, hypothesis twenty-one was rejected.
Hypothesis twenty-two stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to offer instruction
on a small group basis in which there would be a maximum of twelve
students.
There was no significant difference between the four groups
as shown in Table 22, page 54.Therefore, hypothesis twenty-two
was accepted.
Hypothesis twenty-three stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty,developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to be open during
the summer months.
As shown in Table 23, page 54, significant differences did
exist between developmental faculty and both content faculty and
students.Therefore, hypothesis twenty-three was rejected.
Hypothesis twenty-four stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,68
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to offer tutoring
by fellow students.
The responses of content faculty and students were significantly
different from the other three groups as shown in Table 24, page55.
Therefore, hypothesis twenty-four was rejected.
Hypothesis twenty-five stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to do testing before
a student registers for classes to identify basic skill deficiencies
the individual might have in reading, writing or math.
As shown in Table 25, page 56, students differed significantly
from administrators and content faculty.Therefore, hypothesis
twenty-five was rejected.
Hypothesis twenty-six stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to require students
identified as deficient in the basic skills of reading, writing
or math to receive assistance at the Center for Student Development
in their deficient area(s).
The responses of content faculty were significantly different
from both developmental faculty and students as shown in Table 26,
page 56.Therefore, hypothesis twenty-six was rejected.
Hypothesis twenty-seven stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,69
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to offer college
credit for courses offered by the Center for Student Development.
Significant differences existed between content faculty and
the other three groups as shown in Table 27, page 57.Therefore,
hypothesis twenty-seven was rejected.
Hypothesis twenty-eight stated that there would be no
significant difference between the attitudes and opinions of
administrators, content faculty, developmental faculty, and students
concerning the need for the Center for Student Development to offer
tutoring on a regularly scheduled basis.
A significant difference did exist between the four groups
but the post hoc test was not sensitive enough to detect where
these differences were located as shown in Table 28, page 58.
Therefore, hypothesis twenty-eight was rejected.
Hypothesis twenty-nine stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for the Center for Student Development to offer instruction
on an individualized basis.
As shown in Table 29, page 58, there were no significant
differences.Therefore, hypothesis twenty-nine was accepted.
Hypothesis thirty stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning the
need to have minority staff members available in the Center for
Student Development.70
No significant differences existed between the four groups as
shown in Table 30, page 59.Therefore, hypothesis thirty was,
accepted.
Hypothesis thirty-one stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need to have more private areas within the Center for Student
Development in which to work.
A significant difference existed between administrators and
students as indicated in Table 31, page 59.Therefore, hypothesis
thirty-one was rejected.
Hypothesis thirty-two stated that there would be no significant
difference between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students concerning
the need for assistance offered through the Center for Student
Development to be relevant to the individual's program of study.
A significant difference existed between administrators and
content faculty as shown in Table 32, page 60.Therefore, hypothesis
thirty-two was rejected.71
V. SUMMARY OF THE MAJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The major findings reported in this section are presented in
two parts.The first part concerns the ranked assessment of the
combined mean scores as illustrated in Table 34, page 118 and Table 35,
page 120.The second part deals with the major findings drawn
from the results of the post hoc tests as shown in Tables 68 - 73,
page 159.
Ranked Assessment of the Attitudes
and Opinions of the Four Groups
The first seventeen items on the questionnaire dealt with
developmental education skills. Reading comprehension, vocabulary,
reading rate without reducing comprehension, and spelling constituted
four of the five highest ranked combined mean scores as shown in
Table 34, page 118.
These findings indicate that improvement in the developmental
skills most closely related to reading were considered to be the
areas of greatest need.This finding is consistent with the
traditional emphasis upon reading skill development as the core of
a developmental education program for community college students.
The remaining items ranked in the top fifty percent of the
overall needs were note-taking, grammar, test-taking and listening.
This information can be found in Table 2, page43.Excluding
grammar, the other three items are study skill areas.An implication
of this finding might be that study skills improvement should also be72
considered a priority in the planning of development education
programs.
Eight of the first seventeen items received a rating of "agree"
to "strongly agree."The remaining nine items were rated form
"undecided" to "agree."No items concerned with developmental
education skills received combined mean scores indicating
disagreement with the need for their inclusion in the developmental
education program.
The last fifteen items on the questionnaire were concerned
with operational aspects of the Center for Student Development.
The two highest ranked items on this section of the questionnaire,
as shown in Table 35, page 120, were the need for academically
relevant materials and instruction on an individualized format.
The need for relevant materials is a critical problem
because transfer of learning from the developmental center to the
classroom is the prime objective of development programs as
emphasized by Ahrendt (1975).The need for individualized instruction
supports the research of Roueche and Mink (1976) whoadvocated
this mode of instruction because it shifts the emphasis for learning
from external locus control to internal locus of control.
Diagnostic testing was assigned a rank of fourth among the
last fifteen items but required placement in classes on the basis
of this testing was ranked tenth.Some large discrepancies between
the rankings for these items existed and are worth noting.
Administrators and content faculty both ranked diagnostic
testing first among the last fifteen items.However, administrators
ranked compulsory placement on the basis of these tests twelfth and73
content faculty placed it between third and fourth.One implication
of this discrepancy is that content faculty do not want to deal
with improving basic skill deficiencies of students in their
classrooms.On the other hand, administrators seem to feel that
students should be given their choice of learning these skills in
the content classroom or the developmental center.
Developmental faculty and students tend to concur with adminis-
trators on the issue of compulsory placement on the basis of
diagnostic testing as indicated by their respective rankings of
fifteenth and twelfth.
The primary implication of these findings relative to compulsory
placement on the basis of diagnostic testing is that greater
concensus concerning the value and operation of the testing program
must be reached.This finding is consistent with the lack of
previous research related to testing which was discussed in the
review of literature.
Tutoring within the developmental program received varying
reaction as illustrated in Table 3, page43.Tutoring on a
regularly scheduled basis was ranked third highest and drop-in
tutoring was ranked seventh.On the basis of these results, it
appears that a need does exist for tutoring.
The discrepancy arises when the matter of who should do the
tutoring arises.Administrators and developmental faculty indicated
that tutoring should be done by students.Students, however,
ranked tutoring by fellow students fourteenth out of fifteen.Content
faculty ranked faculty tutoring fourteenth.74
Perhaps administrators are in favor of student tutors because
of the financial savings related to adopting this approach.Students
would appear to want tutors with the most knowledge and background
irrespective of cost.
Content faculty did not see the need for faculty tutors.The
reason for this might be that they do not want to be involved in
developmental education programs.
Extended hours of operation was also included in the top five
overall rankings of the items, as shown in Table 35, page 120.
There was a general concensus of agreement among the four groups
on this item.Therefore, hours of operation beyond the daily
classroom hours should be considered when planning a developmental
education program.
Three of the last fifteen items received a rating of "agree"
to "strongly agree".The rating of "undecided" to "agree"
accounted for the remaining twelve items.None of the items
concerned with the operation of the Center for Student Development
received combined mean score ratings which indicated disagreement
with the items as presented.
Differences Between the Attitudes and Opinions
of Administrators and Content Faculty
The attitudes and opinions of administrators and content
faculty differed significantly on five of the thirty-two items as
shown in Table 68, page 159.In each case, administrators rated75
the item significantly higher than content faculty.Faculty tutors,
summer hours, student tutors, college credit for developmental
courses, and developmental materials relevant to individual programs
of study comprised the areas upon which these two groups differed
significantly.
All five of these items were concerned with operational
aspects of the Center for Student Development.Therefore, it can
be stated that administrators and content faculty agreed upon
what skills should be taught but were not in complete agreement on
how they should be taught.
Differences Between the Attitudes and Opinions
of Administrators and Developmental Faculty
Administrators and developmental faculty did not differ
significantly on any of the items on the questionnaire as
illustrated in Table 69, page 160.This finding may be due to
the fact that the Center for Student Development was reorganized
a short time before this study was undertaken and the administrative
personnel had considerable input into the changes that took place.
However, if the support of administrators is a prerequisite
for a successful developmental program as suggested by Meeth (1972),
Roueche (1976), and Eaves (1973), this unanimous agreement
between administrators and developmental faculty should have a
positive influence on the program.76
Differences Between the Attitudes and Opinions
of Content Faculty and Developmental Faculty
Content faculty and developmental faculty had significantly
different attitudes and opinions on six items on the questionnaire
as shown in Table 70, page 161,The improvement of speech for
students whose first language is not English was the only item
concerned with developmental education skills.
A possible reason for this discrepancy is that content
faculty perceive language deficiencies as an area they are not
trained to deal with so a referral to another source, such as the
Center for Student Development, would be in order.The developmental
faculty, however, are not trained in this area either and do not
want to deal with problems of this nature.
Developmental faculty placed greater importance than content
faculty on drop-in tutoring, summer hours, student tutors, and
college credit for developmental courses.Content faculty gave
more importance to compulsory placement on the basis of diagnostic
testing than the developmental faculty.
It appears from these findings that developmental faculty
may have a more liberal attitude about instruction than content
faculty.This possibility is based on the nature of the items
which prompted the significant differences in the attitudes and
opinions of the two groups.Drop-in tutoring, extension of hours
into the summer, student tutors and granting college credit for
courses previously considered non-academic are all changes in a
liberal direction.In addition, the attitudes and opinions of the77
two groups concerning compulsory placement on the basis of diagnostic
testing is consistent with the possibility of developmental faculty
being more liberal relative to instruction than content faculty.
Differences Between the Attitudes and Opinions
of Administrators and Students
Administrators and students differed significantly on nine of
the thirty-two items on the questionnaire as shown in Table 71,
page 163.Improvement in the areas of reading comprehension,
vocabulary, spelling, basic arithmetic, and use of study time
dealt with developmental skills.In each case, administrators
perceived a greater need for improvement in these skills than
did students.
The reason for these discrepancies may be that students feel
that their skills in these areas are stronger than they actually
are.The other possible explanation is that administrators are
not aware of the actual skill levels of students in reading
comprehension, vocabulary, spelling, basic arithmetic, and use of
study time.
Administrators and students also differed significantly on
four items concerned with operational aspects of the Center for
Student Development.Administrators gave higher ratings than
students did to being open during summer months, tutoring by
fellow students, and diagnostic testing.Students perceived the
need for more private areas to study in the Center for Student
Development as being more important than did administrators.78
The findings relative to the items concerning the use of student
tutors and study areas in the Center for Student Development may
be related to economic considerations.Physical renovations
could be very expensive and a major function of administration is
the control of expenditure so this may have influenced administrator's
responses to this item.Also, the use of student tutors is less
expensive than employing faculty members to offer tutorial
assistance.
Differences Between the Attitudes and Opinions
of Content Faculty and Students
Content faculty and students had significantly different attitudes
and opinions relative to sixteen of the thirty-two items on the
questionnaire as shown in Table 72, page 165.Eleven of these items
dealt with developmental skills and the remaining five were concerned
with the operation of the Center for Student Development.
Content faculty gave significantly higher ratings to
improvement in the areas of reading comprehension, vocabulary,
spelling, grammar, speech improvement for students whose first
language is not English, basic arithmetic, use of study time,
note-taking, and listening.Students, rated the need for improving
report writing and essay writing skills higher than did content faculty.
The main implication to be drawn from these findings is that
content faculty and students do not agree in general on the level of
basic skill development that the students possess.Any answer to
the question of which group has the most accurate attitudes and79
opinions is purely speculative at this point.Further research
in this area is certainly warranted on the basis of the findings of
this study.
If future research indicated that students do in fact have
an inflated estimate of the level of their skill development,
considerable effort would be needed to convince students that they
should enroll in developmental classes.
Content faculty and students differed significantly on
their views of who should do tutoring.Content faculty favored the
use of student tutors and students preferred faculty tutors.
It is possible that content faculty do not see individual
tutoring as part of their role as college teachers.However,
students want the most knowledgeable assistance possible and
perceive content teachers as the source of that assistance.
Content faculty and students held significantly different
attitudes and opinions concerning diagnostic testing and compulsory
placement on the basis of this testing.Content faculty rated
both of these items significantly higher than students did.
A possible explanation for these findings is that content
faculty prefer to have students in their classes who have few, if
any, developmental skill deficiencies.Diagnostic testing and
compulsory placement could certainly assist in attaining this goal.
Students, however, seem to want a choice in what courses they have
to take in college even if they are developmental in nature.
Content faculty assigned the lowest mean score to the granting
of college credit for developmental courses of any group on any
item on the questionnaire.Even though the mean score assigned80
by students to this item was low, it was still significantly higher
than the one assigned by content faculty.
It seems, on the basis of these findings, that content
faculty do not feel that developmental courses warrant college
credit.It may be that this group feels that students should have
these skills prior to entering college level courses and therefore
should be taken for no credit if required.
Differences Between the Attitudes and Opinions
of Developmental Faculty and Students
Developmental faculty and students differed significantly in
their attitudes and opinions concerning eleven of the thirty-two
items on the questionnaire as shown in Table 73, page 170.
Eight of these items dealt with developmental skills and the
remaining three items were concerned with operational aspects of
the Center for Student Development.
Developmental faculty assignedsignificantly higher ratings
to each of the items dealing with developmental skills.These items
dealt with reading comprehension, vocabulary, spelling, grammar,
basic arithmetic, the use of study time, note-taking, and listening.
These findings are similar to those previously cited relative
to the significant differences between content faculty and students.
Anyimplications drawn from these findings are therefore similar
to those cited for content faculty and students.An additional
implication might be that developmental faculty have a vested
interest in placing high priority on these developmental skills81
because their jobs depend upon students needing improvement in
these areas.
The three items concerned with operational aspects of the Center
for Student Development were drop-in tutoring, being open during
summer months, and student tutors.In each case, developmental
faculty rated the need for improvement in these areas significantly
higher than students.
Summary of the Differences Between
the Attitudes and Opinions of
the Four Groups
Twenty-two of the thirty-two null hypotheses stated were
rejected on the basis of significant differences between the
groups being compared.Twelve of the first seventeen items which
dealt with developmental skills were rejected.Then of the last
fifteen items which concerned operational aspects of a developmental
center were rejected.
Because sixty-nine percent of the null hypotheses were rejected,
it seems reasonable to state that considerable difference of
opinions existed between the four groups involved in the study
relative to their attitudes and opinions concerning the developmental
education needs of community college students.The primary
implication of this finding is that all four of the groups should
be consulted when plans are being made to establish or revise
a developmental education program.82
The most important implication to be gleaned from the analysis
of the responses of administrators, content faculty, and develop-
mental faculty is that they differed significantly on only the one
item concerned with assisting students with speech improvement.
Exclusive of this item, no significant differences were found
between any of the items dealing with developmental skills.
A possible explanation for this cohesiveness is that each of
these groups probably had input into what skills should be taught
in the Center for Student Development.The relative lack of
cohesiveness on the items dealing with the operational aspects of
the center might be due to a lack of input from administrators and
content faculty on how the program should be operationalized.
The analysis of the mean responses of students in comparison
to the other three groups was very much different than comparisons
made between administrators, content faculty and developmental faculty.
The attitudes and opinions of students differed significantly
from the other three groups on eleven of the first seventeen items
which dealt with developmental education skills.They also differed
on eight of the fifteen items concerned with operational aspects
of the Center for Student Development.
Perhaps these findings related to the attitudes and opinions of
students are indicative of the concern stated by Moore (1970):
If the problem of devising a program for the educationally
disadvantaged is ever resolvedand of course, it must be -
a great deal more will have to be known about the student
who is to be taught.p. 2383
Conclusions
Within the limitations of the present study, the following
conclusions were drawn.
1.The developmental skills of reading comprehension,
vocabulary, reading rate without reducing comprehension
and spelling were ranked in the top five skills to be
taught in the developmental education program.
2.The study skills of note-taking, test-taking, and listening
were assigned ranks in the top fifty percent of the items
dealing with developmental skills.
3.The need for materials used in the developmental program to
be relevant to an individual's course of study was ranked
highest of the items dealing with operational aspects of
the Center for Student Development.
4.Individualized instruction received the second highest
rank of the items dealing with operational aspects of the
Center for Student Development.
5.Diagnostic testing prior to the start of classes received
a high ranked assessment of fourth but compulsory attendance
in developmental classes based upon results of the diagnostic
testing was ranked tenth.
6.Tutoring on a regularly scheduled basis was ranked higher
than drop-in tutoring although both received ranked
assessments in the top fifty percent.
7.Students indicated a preferance for faculty tutors
instead of student tutors but content faculty ranked
faculty tutors as a low priority.84
8.The four groups indicated a need for the developmental
program to be offered during evenings and summer months.
9.None of the needs assessed by the questionnaire received
combined mean score ranks which indicated disagreement
with the items as presented.
10.Administrators and content faculty agreed upon what skills
should be taught but were not in agreement relative to
faculty tutors, summer hours, student tutors, college
credit for developmental courses, and developmental
materials relevant to individual programs of study.
11.Administrators and developmental faculty did not differ
significantly on any of the items on the questionnaire.
12.Significant differences were found between the attitudes and
opinions of content faculty and developmental faculty on
five items.The four items concerned with drop-in
tutoring, summer hours, student tutors, and college
credit for developmental classes suggested that content
faculty had more conservative attitudes toward operation
of the developmental program than did developmental faculty.
13.Administrators reported a significantly greater need for
improvement in the skills of reading comprehension,
vocabulary, spelling, basic arithmetic, and use of study
time than did students.Administrators also gave
significantly higher ratings than students to being open
during the summer months, student tutors, and diagnostic
testing.85
14.Students gave significantly higher ratings than administrators
to the need for more private areas to work within the Center
for Student Development.
15.Content faculty gave significantly higher ratings than
students to sixteen of the thirty-two items on the question-
naire.Eleven of these items dealt with developmental
skills and the remaining five were concerned with the
operation of the developmental program.
16.Content faculty assigned a significantly lower score
than students to the item which dealt with granting
college credit for developmental classes.
17.Developmental faculty assigned higher ratings than students
to the eight items concerned with the developmental skills
of reading comprehension, vocabulary, spelling, grammar,
basic arithmetic, the use of study time, note-taking,
and listening.Drop-in tutoring, being open during the
summer months, and student tutors were also rated signifi-
cantly higher by developmental faculty than by students.
18.Sixty-nine percent of the thirty-two stated null hypotheses
were rejected which indicates considerable difference
between the attitudes and opinions of administrators,
content faculty, developmental faculty, and students
concerning the developmental education needs of community
college students.
19.Administrators, content faculty, and developmental
faculty differed significantly on only one item that
dealt with developmental education skills.86
20.Student responses differed significantly from those of
administrators, content faculty, and developmental
faculty on nineteen of the thirty-two items.87
Recommendations
The following recommendations aremade on the basis of the
analysis of data from the present study.
1.The developmental education skill areas of reading
comprehension, vocabulary, reading rate and spelling should
be considered as a major thrust of developmental education
programs in community colleges.
2.The study skills of note-taking, test-taking, and listening
should be included in developmental education programs for
community colleges.
3.Materials used by students in developmental classes should
be relevant to the course of studies in which the individual
is enrolled.For example, study skills for nursing students
should be based upon materials from the nursing curriculum.
4.Individualized instruction whould be one method of teaching
within a developmental education program.
5.A diagnostic testing program prior to registration for
classes should be implemented for all students entering
the community college.
6.The disparate attitudes and opinions of the four groups
should be given careful consideration prior to the imple-
mentation of required attendance in developmental classes
based upon results from diagnostic testing.
7.Tutoring should be well planned and coordinated by faculty
members if students are used as tutors.Based upon the88
responses of students, direct faculty involvement in
tutoring would be advisable.
8.Consideration should he given to offering regularly
scheduled tutoring in addition to tutoring on a dropin
basis.
9.Developmental programs should be offered in the evening
as well as during the summer months.
10.All of the developmental education areas covered on the
questionnaire developed for the present study should be
considered in assessments of developmental education
programs because none of the items were given combined
means scores which indicated disagreement.
11.The granting of college credit for developmental education
courses does not appear to be a priority.Therefore,
this issue should be assessed carefully if implementation
of credit is being considered.
12.Administrators, content faculty, developmental faculty, and
students should all be consulted when decisions affecting
developmental education are considered because of the
variation in what the groups understand to be important.89
implications for Further Research
Research designed to investigate the nature of the differences
in the attitudes and opinions of various groups within community
colleges might be revealing.This could be done by investigating
demographic data relative to participants in a study such as the
present one.Variables such as age, sex, educational background,
work experience, family background and career aspirations might
be considered.
An in-depth interview approach to assessing developmental
education needs might yield results which would indicate thenature
of the differences which resulted from this study.
A longitudinal study involving similar groups to those
utilized in the present study would give an indication of the
stability of the attitudes and opinions of these groups over time.
This information would certainly be valuable if research data such
as this is to be utilized for long range planning.
The procedure utilized in this study and the questionnaire
which was developed could be used to explore the attitudes and
opinions of similar groups concerning the developmental education
needs of students at community colleges other than Chemeketa
Community College.
A study aimed at discovering which group of people within the
community college has the most accurate perception of the actual
developmental needs of students could yield valuable information.
Research focusing on the effectiveness of student versus
faculty tutors as well as regularly scheduled versus drop-in tutoring90
is in order based upon the present study.
A study designed to investigate the nature of students who
enroll in developmental classes could reveal a great deal about
what should be taught and the best procedures for teaching
developmental education students.
A graduate program designed to prepare developmental education
teachers for post-secondary institutions should be established.
A program of this nature should be based upon sound research in the
areas of the needs of students to be taught and the most effective
means of meeting these needs.91
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APPENDIX A
FACSIMILE OF A MEMORANDUM SENT TO ALL STAFF
TO SOLICIT INPUT FOR THE QUESTIONNAIRE99
To:All Staff Date:March 27, 1978
Fr:Dean Stetson - Researcher doing an
assessment of selected developmental
education needs of students at Chemeketa Community College
Re:Progress Report
The Center for Student Development has undertaken this study as a means
of defining areas of student needs so that appropriate curriculum offer-
ings and services within the Center can be developed to fulfill these
needs.This task is by no means a simple one and the cooperation of all
personnel within the institution is needed if the results are to be
meaningful for faculty members and their students.
I have already met with a sample of administrators and faculty members
to receive input regarding their perceptions of the developmental educa-
tion needs of studentsin their programs.I would have preferred to
meet with every staff member but the number of personnel at CCC made
this prohibitive.The option which is still open for individuals or
groups to have input into the questionnaire to be utilized in this
study is to contact me at extension 5053 during the week of March 27
thru March 32, and I will meet with you at your convenience.I truly
welcome any suggestions you might want to offer.
The attached list of perceived student needs was generated by the admin-
istrators and faculty members I have met with to date.Please note that
this list is not meant to be all inclusive and is not presented in a
prioritized order.Suggestions will be solicited from students during
the first week of classes of the spring quarter and their input will be
added to this list.
I am pleased to be working with you on this project and I will continue


















































1.Placement testing should be done prior to the start of classes to
identify students with potential problem areas.
2. Enrollment in developmental classes should be mandatory for stu-
dents who enter the college with academic weaknesses.
3. Assistance offered through the Center for Student Development
should be relevant to the program in which the student is enrolled.
4.Faculty members should receive release time or financial compensa-
tion during the summer to help develop learning materials for the
Center.
5. More professional tutors are needed.
6. Some professional tutors should be regular faculty on release time
to the Center.
7. More student tutors are needed.
8. Tutoring should be offered on a more structured basis to enhance
productivity.
9. More role models are needed for multicultural students.i.e.
faculty, professional tutors, student tutors.
10.Option of taking individualized or group instruction should be
available when demand permits.
11.Computer assisted instruction should be explored as one avenue of
individualizing materials.
12.Courses should be assessed on a competency format.
13.College credit should be given for as many courses as possible.
14.A seminar dealing with survival skills for adult learners should
be offered prior to the start of classes.
15.Inservice workshops with agencies such as DVR and CETA focusing on
developmental education needs of students should be undertaken.
16.A seminar dealing with defining problems and teaching students how
to approach the process of solving these problems should be
offered.102
APPENDIX B
FACSIMILE OF A MEMORANDUM SENT TO
COMMUNICATION SKILLS ADVISORY COMMITTEE CONCERNING

















SUBJECT:COMMUNICATION SKILLS ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING WITH DEAN
STETSON.
An Advisory Committee meeting with Dean Stetson regarding the Center
for Student Development has been arranged for 3 p.m. on Friday, March
31, in Room 22/122.If it is not possible to attend, please send a
substitute.
Please send a copy of your schedule to Judy Keller, 1/252, to facili-
tate the arrangements of future spring term meetings.
jak104
APPENDIX C
FACSIMILE OF AN INFORMATION SHEET READ TO STUDENTS
CONCERNING DIRECTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE QUESTIONNAIREDIRECTIONS TO STUDENTS
My name is and I am a
105
at the Center for Student Development.I am here today to ask you for
assistance with a project we have undertaken to find out what programs
we should offer to help you become better students.
We have chosen this class and several others to get input from
students because it is our feeling that you should have a major voice
in the development of programs at the Center for Student Development.
What you have to say is really important to us so please take the time
to fill out the questionnaire I am going to pass out to you.
The questionnaire should only take about ten minutes to complete.
When finished, return it to the Center for Student Development which is
located across from the snack bar in Building #3.Please place the
questionnaire in the box labelled "STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRES" which will
be on the receptionist's desk.
IMPORTANT NOTE
When answering the questionnaire, please think in terms of what
assistance you need now or have needed since starting your program at
Chemeketa.(REPEAT THIS NOTE)
PASS OUT QUESTIONNAIRES
Thank you for your assistance with this project and don't forget that
completed questionnaires should be returned to the Center for Student
Development as soon as possible although Friday is the deadline.If
you received this questionnaire in another class today, please return
your copy to me.
ANY QUESTIONS?106
APPENDIX D
FACSIMILE OF A COVER LETTER ATTACHED TO THE QUESTIONNAIRES




The purpose of the attached questionnaire is to assess your under-
standing of the developmental education needs of community college
students.Your responses will be kept strictly confidential and used
only for the following purposes:
1.to develop revised goals and objectives for the Center for
Student Development
2.to partially fulfill my requirements for the Doctor of
Philosophy Degree from Oregon State University.
Your individual contribution to this research project is critical
if the results are to be utilized to assist faculty and students in
your academic or vocational area.The reason for this is that specific
feedback can only be generated for those departments which participate
at both the faculty and student level.Your effort will result in a
report which will be made available to you upon completion of this
project.
I would like to acknowledge my appreciation for the financial
support of this project which is being provided by Chemeketa Community
College through a grant from the Oregon State Department of Education.
I hope you will be able to find time in your busy schedule to com-





FACSIMILE OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE USED IN THE STUDY109
STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE DEALING WITH THE DEVELOPMENTAL
EDUCATION NEEDS OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENTS
Please note that the purpose of this questionnaire is to gain your
understanding of developmental education needs of community college
students.Respond to the items on the questionnaire in terms of needs
which you have at the present time or have had since enrolling in your
present program of studies.It is not important for you to be familiar
with the present activities of the Center for Student Development to
complete this questionnaire.
Each of the items on the first page of the questionnaire begins
with the word "improving."For the purposes of this study the word
"improving" means assisting a student to develop basic skills from
their present level of functioning to a higher level which will better
enable them to complete their selected program of study.
Complete each item on this questionnaire by assigning a value from
the rating scale described below:






1.The Center for Student Development should offer assistance
in multiplication of fractions 1. 2
This response (2) would indicate that you agree that you have
a need for this service at the present time or have needed it
since enrolling in your present program of studies.
*IMPORTANT NOTE
Do not sign your name to this questionnaire to insure that your
responses will be kept confidential.1_10





THE FOLLOWING INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT SHOULD BE APPLIED TO ITEMS #1 - 17




3.reading rate without reducing comprehension 3.
4.spelling 4.
5.grammar 5.
6.technical report writing skills 6.
7.essay writing skills 7.
8.speech improvement for students whose first
language is not English 8.
9.spoken class presentations 9.
10. basic arithmetic 10.
11. understanding of the metric system of weights
and measures 11.
12. beginning algebra 12.
13. ability to use study time effectively 13.
14. ability to take useful notes in class 14.
15. ability to get meaning from what is heard in class 15.
16. memory 16.





18.The Center for Student Development should offer
tutoring by faculty members.
19.The Center for Student Development should be open
evenings during the week.
20.The Center for Student Development should offer
programs to assist students with developing self-
confidence.
21.Tutoring should be offered on a drop-in basis.
22.Instruction should be offered on a small group
basis in which there would be a maximum of
twelve students.
23.The Center for Student Development should be
open during the summer months.
24.The Center for Student Development should offer
tutoring by fellow students.
25.Testing should be done before a student registers
for classes to identify basic skill deficiencies














5 - strongly disagree
26.Students identified as deficient in the basic
skills of reading, writing or math should be
required to receive assistance at the Center
for Student Development in their deficient area(s).
27.Students should receive college credit for courses
offered by the Center for Student Development.
28.Tutoring should be offered on a regularly
scheduled basis.
29.Instruction should be offered on an individualized
basis.(student works independently at his/her
own pace with assistance from a staff member).
30.Minority staff members should be available in the
Center for Student Development.
31.Students should have more private areas within
the Center for Student Development in which to
work.
32.Assistance offered through the Center for Student
Development should be relevant to the individual's
program of study.(For example, study skills for
nursing students should be based upon materials










FACSIMILE OF A MEMORANDUM SENT TO PARTICIPANTS
OF THE STUDY CONCERNING THE DEADLINE DATE
FOR RETURN OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE11.4
May 22, 1978
Dear Sir/Madam:
This memo is to remind you that the questionnaire you received
from me last Monday should be returned to the Center for Student
Development by Wednesday, May 24.If you have already returned the
questionnaire please disregard this memo.





DISTRIBUTION AND RETURN OF QUESTIONNAIRESTable 33
DISTRIBUTION AND RETURN RATE OF QUESTIONNAIRES
Sent Returned Spoiled Usable Percentage
Returned
Group 1Administrators 24 18 18 75
Group 2Content Faculty 192 91 14 77 47
Group 3 - Developmental Faculty 21 17 17 81
Group 4 Students 440 307 21 286 70
Total 677 433 35 398 64117
APPENDIX H
Table 34
RANKED ASSESSMENT OF MEAN SCORES FOR
ITEMS #1 - 17
Table 35
RANKED ASSESSMENT OF MEAN SCORES FOR
ITEMS #18 32Table 34
RANKED ASSESSMENT OF MEAN SCORES FOR ITEMS #1 - 17














language is not English
Content Developmental
Administrators Faculty Faculty Students Combined
1.5 1 1.5 1 1
4 6.5 3 2 2
8.5 8.5 10 3 5
3 2 1.5 8 4
6 4 4 7 6














Administrators Faculty Faculty Students Combined
9.spoken class presentations
10.basic arithmetic
11.understanding of the metric
system of weights and measures
12.beginning algebra
13.ability to use study
time effectively
14.ability to take useful
notes in class
15.ability to get meaning
from what is heard in class
16.memory
17.test-taking skills
17 15 16 17 17
1.5 3 7.5 15 10
12.5 17 13 10 14
16 13 12 16 16
6 10 9 14 11
6 5 5.5 5 3
8.5 6.5 7.5 9 8
14.5 12 11 13 13
10 11 5.5 4 7Table 35
RANKED ASSESSMENT OF MEAN SCORES FOR ITEMS #18 32
Content Developmental
Administrators Faculty Faculty Students Combined
18.The Center for Student
Development should offer
tutoring by faculty members 9 14 10 6
19.The Center for Student
Development should be open
evenings during the week 5 5 6 4 5
20.The Center for Student
Development should offer
programs to assist students
with developing self-
confidence 10 10 14 11 12
21.Tutoring should be offered
w-
on a drop-in basis 7 8 1 9 7 1.322.Instruction should be
offered on a small group
basis in which there would
be a maximum of twelve
students
23.The Center for Student
Development should be open
during the summer months
24.The Center for Student
Development should offer
tutoring by fellow students
25.Testing should be done
before a student registers
for classes to identify
basic skill deficiencies
the individual might have
in reading, writing or math
Content Developmental
Administrators Faculty Faculty Students Combined
12 13 13 12.5 14
3.5 6.5 2 5 6
3.5 9 3 14 13
1 1 7 8 4Content Developmental
Administrators Faculty Faculty Students Combined
26.Students identified as
deficient in the basic
skills of reading, writing
or math should be required
to receive assistance at the
Center for Student Development
in their deficient area(s)
27.Students should receive college
credit for courses offered by
the Center for Student
Development
28.Tutoring should be offered
on a regularly scheduled
basis
12 3.5 15 12.5 10
15 15 9 15 15
6 2 5 3 3Content Developmental
Administrators Faculty Faculty Students Combined
29.Instruction should be offered
on an individualized basis.
(student works independently
at his/her own pace with
assistance from a staff member)8 3.5 8 2 2
30.Minority staff members
should be available in
Center for Student
Development 12 12 11 10 11
31.Students should have more
private areas withinthe
Center for Student
Development in which to work 14 11 12 6 832.Asssistance offered through





study skills for nursing
students should be based
upon materials from the
nursing curriculum.)
Content Developmental
Administrators Faculty Faculty Students Combined
2 6.5 4 1 1125
APPENDIX I
Tables 36 - 67
THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLESTable 36
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #1The Center for Student Development should offer programs to assist students in
improving reading comprehension.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 1.2222 .4278 .1008
Content Faculty 77 1.3117 .4936 .0563
Developmental Faculty 17 1.2941 .4697 .1139
Students 286 1.8916 .9208 .0544
Total 398 1.7236 .8629 .0433
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares FRatio F Probability
Between Groups 3 28.7981 9.5994 14.1760 .0000
Within Groups 394 266.7999 .6772
1-,
Total 397 295.5980 rnTable 37
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #2 - The Centre for Student Development should offer programs to assist students in
improving vocabulary.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 1.5556 .6157 .1451
Content Faculty 77 1.6234 .6497 .0740
Developmental Faculty 17 1.3529 .4926 .1195
Students 286 1.9476 .8790 .0520
Total 398 1.8417 .8323 .0417
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 12.4096 4.1365 6.2060 .0004
Within Groups 394 262.6180 .6665
Total 397 275.0276Table 38
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #3 - The Center for Student Development should offer programs to assist students in
improving reading rate without reducing comprehension.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 1.6667 .8402 .1980
Content Faculty 77 1.7143 .7044 .0803
Developmental Faculty 17 1.6471 .8618 .2090
Students 286 1.9510 .9757 .0577
Total 398 1.8794 .9230 .0463
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 5.2997 1.7666 2.0907 .1009
Within Groups 394 332.9113 .8450
Total 397 338.2111Table 39
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #4 - The Center for Student Development should offer programs to assist students in
improving spelling.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 1.5000 .6183 .1457
Content Faculty 77 1.4085 .5284 .0602
Developmental Faculty 17 1.2941 .4697 .1139
Students 286 2.0420 1.0353 .0612
Total 398 1.8769 .9588 .0481
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 28.2206 9.4069 11.0062 .0000
Within Groups 394 336.7467 .8547
Total 397 364.9673Table 40
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #5The Center for Student Development should offer programs to assist students in
improving grammar.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 1.6111 .6978 .1645
Content Faculty 77 1.5325 .5755 .0656
Developmental Faculty 17 1.4118 .5073 .1230
Students 286 2.0245 .9676 .0572
Total 398 1.8844 .9043 .0453
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 20.2905 6.7635 8.7545 .0000
Within Groups 394 304.3929 .7726
Total 397 324.6834Table 41
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #6The Center for Student Development should offer programs to assist students in
improving technical report writing skills.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 2.1667 1.0432 .2459
Content Faculty 76 2.4211 1.1462 .1315
Developmental Faculty 17 2.1765 .8828 .2141
Students 286 2.0105 .9195 .0544
Total 397 2.1033 .9086 .0492
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 10.3003 3.4334 3.6423 .0129
Within Groups 393 370.4654 .9427
Total 396 380.7657Table 42
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #7 - The Center for Student Development should offer programs to assist students in
improving essay writing.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 2.1111 .7584 .1788
Content Faculty 77 2.5195 1.1310 .1289
Developmental Faculty 17 2.1765 1.1311 .2743
Students 286 2.0874 .9381 .0555
Total 398 2.1759 .9907 .0497
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 11.4046 3.8015 3.9595 .0084
Within Groups 394 378.2838 .9601
Total 397 389.6884Table 43
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #8 - The Center for Student Development should offer programs to assist students in
improving speech for students whose first language is not English.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 2.0556 1.1618 .2738
Content Faculty 77 1.7143 .9156 .1043
Developmental Faculty 17 2.7059 1.4902 .3614
Students 286 2.0909 1.1481 .0679
Total 398 2.0427 1.1382 .0571
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 16.4494 5.4831 4.3396 .0050
Within Groups 394 497.8245 1.2635
Total 397 514.2739Table 44
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #9 - The Center for Student Development should offer programs to assist students in
improving spoken class presentations.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 2.4444 .9218 .2173
Content Faculty 77 2.5065 1.0837 .1235
Developmental Faculty 17 2.5882 1.1757 .2852
Students 286 2.4580 .9715 .0574
Total 398 2.4724 .9977 .0500
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 .3906 .1302 .1299 .9423
Within Groups 394 394.8053 1.0020
Total 397 395.1960Table 45
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #10 - The Center for Student Development should offer programs to assist students in
improving basic arithmetic.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 1.2222 .5483 .1292
Content Faculty 77 1.4935 .7001 .0798
Developmental Faculty 17 1.5294 1.0073 .2443
Students 286 2.2692 1.1305 .0669
Total 398 2.0402 1.0965 .0550
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 54.4944 18.1648 16.9250 .0000
Within Groups 394 422.8624 1.0733
Total 397 477.3568Table 46
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #11The Center of Student Development should offer programs to assist students in
improving understanding of the metric system of weights and measures.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 2.1111 1.0786 .2542
Content Faculty 77 2.5584 1.1527 .1314
Developmental Faculty 17 2.0588 1.1974 .2904
Students 286 2.0699 1.0540 .0623
Total 398 2.1658 1.0939 .0548
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 14.7479 4.9160 4.2078 .0060
Within Groups 394 460.3074 1.1683
Total 397 475.0553 w
1-,
cs,Table 47
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #12The Center of Student Development should offer programs to assist students in
improving beginning algebra.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 2.3889 1.0922 .2574
Content Faculty 77 2.3377 1.1878 .1354
Developmental Faculty 17 1.8824 1.1663 .2829
Students 286 2.2832 1.0696 .0632
Total 398 2.2814 1.0978 .0550
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 3.1597 1.0532 .8730 .4551
Within Groups 394 475.3227 1.2064
)--
Total 397 478.4824 (.0
....,Table 48
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #13The Center for Student Development should offer programs to assist students in
improving ability to use study time effectively.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 1.6111 .6077 .1432
Content Faculty 77 1.7403 .9652 .1100
Developmental Faculty 17 1.5882 .5073 .1230
Students 286 2.1923 1.0929 .0646
Total 398 2.0528 1.0550 .0529
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 20.2683 6.7561 6.3134 .0003
Within Groups 394 421.6237 1.0701
f--A
Total 397 441.8920 w
coTable 49
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #14The Center for Student Development should offer programs to assist students in
improving ability to take useful notes in class.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 1.6111 .6077 .1432
Content Faculty 77 1.5714 .7852 .0895
Developmental Faculty 17 1.4706 .5145 .1248
Students 286 1.9965 1.0513 .0622
Total 398 1.8744 .9882 .0495
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 15.3519 5.1173 5.4146 .0012
Within Groups 394 372.3667 .9451
Total 397 387.7186Table 50
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #15 - The Center for Student Development should offer programs to assist students in
improving ability to get meaning from what is heard in class.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 1.6667 .5941 .1400
Content Faculty 77 1.6234 .8891 .1013
Developmental Faculty 17 1.5294 .6243 .1514
Students 286 2.0594 1.0760 .0636
Total 398 1.9347 1.0265 .0515
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 15.9988 5.3329 5.2229 .0015
Within Groups 394 402.3027 1.0211
Total 397 418.3015Table 51
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #16 - The Center for Student Development should offer programs to assist students in
improving memory.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 2.1667 .8575 .2021
Content Faculty 77 2.1169 .9730 .1109
Developmental Faculty 17 1.7647 .8314 .2016
Students 286 2.1364 1.0788 .0638
Total 398 2.1181 1.0401 .0521
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 2.2611 .7537 .6951 .5555
Within Groups 394 427.1887 1.0842
Total 397 429.4497Table 52
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #17 - The Center for Student Development should offer programs to assist students in
improving test-taking skills.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 1.7778 .6468 .1524
Content Faculty 77 1.8701 .8937 .1018
Developmental Faculty 17 1.4706 .5145 .1248
Students 286 1.9685 .9674 .0572
Total 398 1.9196 .9301 .0466
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 4.6626 1.5542 1.8076 .1452
Within Groups 394 338.7645 .8598
Total 397 343.4271Table 53
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #18The Center for Student Development should offer tutoring by faculty members.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 2.0556 .9376 .2210
Content Faculty 77 2.7403 1.2183 .1388
Developmental Faculty 17 2.2353 1.3005 .3154
Students 288 2.1771 .9841 .0580
Total 400 2.2825 1.0656 .0533
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 20.3002 6.7668 6.1917 .0004
Within Groups 396 432.7772 1.0929
Total 399 453.0775Table 54
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #19 - The Center for Student Development should be open evenings during the week.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 1.7222 .7519 .1772
Content Faculty 77 2.0130 .9247 .1054
Developmental Faculty 17 1.8235 .6359 .1542
Students 288 2.0903 1.0150 .0598
Total 400 2.0475 .9760 .0488
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 3.3760 1.1253 1.1829 .3159
Within Groups 396 376.7215 .9513
Total 399 380.0975Table 55
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #20 - The Center for Student Development should offer programs to assist students with
developing self-confidence.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 2.2222 1.0603 .2499
Content Faculty 77 2.3377 1.1654 .1328
Developmental Faculty 17 2.5882 1.3257 .3215
Students 288 2.3785 1.0555 .0622
Total 400 2.3725 1.0871 .0544
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 1.3014 .4338 .3654 .7781
Within Groups 396 470.1961 1.1874
Total 399 471.4975Table 56
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #21 - Tutoring should be offered on a drop-in basis.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 1.9444 .9376 .2210
Content Faculty 77 2.2208 1.0466 .1193
Developmental Faculty 17 1.2353 .4372 .1060
Students 288 2.2118 1.1076 .0653
Total 400 2.1600 1.0851 .0543
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 16.4301 5.4767 4.7841 .0028
Within Groups 396 453.3299 1.1448
Total 399 469.7600 -P
cr,Table 57
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #22 - Instruction should be offered on a small group basis in which there would be
a maximum of twelve students.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 2.3889 .9164 .2160
Content Faculty 77 2.4286 1.0934 .1246
Developmental Faculty 17 2.4706 .7998 .1940
Students 288 2.4201 1.1077 .0653
Total 400 2.4225 1.0826 .0541
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 .0641 .0214 .0181 .9967
Within Groups 396 467.5334 1.1806
Total 399 467.5975Table 58
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #23 - The Center for Student Development should be open during the summer months.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 1.6667 1.0847 .2557
Content Faculty 77 2.1558 .9468 .1079
Developmental Faculty 17 1.6471 .6063 .1471
Students 288 2.1181 .9370 .0552
Total 400 2.0850 .9407 .0470
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 7.1117 2.3706 2.7131 .0446
Within Groups 396 345.9983 .8737
Total 399 353.1100Table 59
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #24 - The Center for Student Development should offer tutoring by fellow students.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 1.6667 .7670 .1808
Content Faculty 77 2.2338 1.0500 .1197
Developmental Faculty 17 1.6471 .7019 .1702
Students 288 2.5104 1.0291 .0606
Total 400 2.3825 1.0387 .0519
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 24.8342 8.2781 8.0813 .0000
Within Groups 396 405.6433 1.0244
Total 399 430.4775Table 60
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #25 - Testing should be done before a student registers for classes to identify
basic skill deficiencies the individual might have in reading, writing or
math.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 1.4444 .7048 .1661
Content Faculty 77 1.4545 .8514 .0970
Developmental Faculty 17 1.8824 .9275 .2250
Students 288 2.1944 1.0966 .0646
Total 400 2.0050 1.0760 .0538
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 39.5788 13.1929 12.3681 .0000
Within Groups 396 422.4112 1.0667
Total 399 461.9900Table 61
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #26Students identified as deficient in the basic skills of reading, writing,
or math should be required to receive assistance at the Center for Student
Development in their deficient area(s).
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 2.3889 1.1950 .2817
Content Faculty 77 1.8961 1.2627 .1439
Developmental Faculty 17 2.8824 1.4090 .3417
Students 288 2.4201 1.2243 .0721
Total 400 2.3375 1.2560 .0628
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 22.0630 7.3543 4.7949 .0027
Within Groups 396 607.3745 1.5338
Total 399 629.4375Table 62
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #27Students should receive college credit for courses offered by the Center for
Student Development.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 2.8889 1.0786 .2542
Content Faculty 77 3.2857 1.3064 .1489
Developmental Faculty 17 2.1765 1.0146 .2461
Students 288 2.7049 1.1804 .0696
Total 400 2.8025 1.2195 .0610
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 27.5217 9.1739 6.4199 .0003
Within Groups 396 565.8758 1.4290
Total 399 593.3975Table 63
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #28 - Tutoring should be offered on a regularly scheduled basis.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 1.7778 .6468 .1524
Content Faculty 77 1.8052 .7262 .0828
Developmental Faculty 17 1.7647 1.2005 .2912
Students 288 2.0694 .8964 .0528
Total 400 1.9925 .8771 .0439
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 6.1185 2.0395 2.6845 .0464




STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #29 - Instruction should be offered on an individualized basis.(student works
independently at his/her own pace with assistance from a staff member)
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 2.000 .9075 .2139
Content Faculty 77 1.8961 .8673 .0988
Developmental Faculty 17 1.9412 1.0880 .2639
Students 288 2.0069 1.0393 .0612
Total 400 1.9825 1.0023 .0501
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 .7814 .2605 .2578 .8558
Within Groups 396 400.0961 1.0103
Total 399 400.8775Table 65
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #30 - Minority staff members should be available in the Center for Student Development.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 2.3889 1.1448 .2698
Content Faculty 77 2.3766 1.1126 .1268
Developmental Faculty 17 2.2941 .7717 .1872
Students 288 2.3403 1.0668 .0629
Total 400 2.3475 1.0652 .0533
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 .1596 .0532 .0466 .9867
Within Groups 396 452.5379 1.1428
Total 399 452.6975Table 66
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #31Students should have more private areas within the Center for Student
Development in which to work.
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 2.7778 1.0603 .2499
Content Faculty 77 2.3506 1.0732 .1223
Developmental Faculty 17 2.3529 1.1695 .2836
Students 288 2.1319 .9717 .0573
Total 400 2.2125 1.0124 .0506
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 9.4255 3.1418 3.1142 .0262
Within Groups 396 399.5120 1.0089
1-,
Total 399 408.9375Table 67
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS
OF THE FOUR GROUPS
Statement #32 - Assistance offered through the Center for Student Development should be relevant
to the individual's program of study.(For example, study skills for nursing
students should be based upon materials from the nursing program.)
n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error
Administrators 18 1.5556 .7838 .1847
Content Faculty 77 2.1558 1.2038 .1372
Developmental Faculty 17 1.7059 .8489 .2059
Students 288 1.7465 .9078 .0535
Total 400 1.8150 .9763 .0488
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Probability
Between Groups 3 11.7097 3.9032 4.1934 .0061
Within Groups 396 368.6003 .9308
Total 399 380.3100158
APPENDIX J
Tables 68 - 73
RESULTS OF THE POST HOC LEAST SIGNIFICANT
DIFFERENCE TESTSTable 68
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ADMINISTRATORS AND CONTENT FACULTY
The attitudes and opinions of administrators and content faculty were significantly different on the
following items:
18.The Center for Student Development
should offer tutoring by faculty
members.
23.The Center for Student Development
Should be open during the summer
months.
24.The Center for Student Development
should offer tutoring by fellow
students.
27.Students should receive college
credit for courses offered by the
Center for Student Development.
Mean Score Mean Score Significance




2.8889 3.2857 .0132.Assistance offered through the
Center for Student Development
should be relevant to the indiv-
idual's program of study.
Mean Score Mean Score Significance
Administrators Content Faculty Level
1.5556 2.1558 .01
Table 69
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ADMINISTRATORS AND DEVELOPMENTAL FACULTY
The attitudes and opinions of administrators and developmental faculty were significantly different
on the following items:
There were no items on which the attitudes and opinions of administrators and
developmental faculty differed significantly.Table 70
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CONTENT FACULTY AND DEVELOPMENTAL FACULTY
Mean Score Mean Score Significance
Content Faculty Developmental Faculty Level
8.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist students
in improving speech for students whose
first language is not English.
21.Tutoring should be offered on a
drop-in basis.
23.The Center for Student Development
should be open during the summer
months.
24.The Center for Student Development





2.2338 1.6471 .01Content Mean Score Significance
Faculty Developmental Faculty Level
26.Students identified as deficient
in the basic skills of reading,
writing, or math should be required
to receive assistance at the Center
for Student Development in their
deficient area(s). 1.8961 2.8824 .01
27.Students should receive college credit
four courses offered by the Center
for Student Development. 3.2857 2.1765 .01Table 71
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ADMINISTRATORS AND STUDENTS




1.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist students
in improving reading comprehension.
2.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist
students in improving vocabulary.
4.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist
students in improving spelling.
10.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist









1.2222 2.2692 .01Mean Score
Administrators
13.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist students
in improving ability to use study
time effectively.
23.The Center for Student Development
should be open during the summer
months.
24.The Center for Student Development
should offer tutoring by fellow
students.
25.Testing should be done before a
student registers for classes to
identify basic skill deficiencies
the individual might have in






1.4444 2.1944 .0131.Students should have more private
areas within the Center for Student










SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CONTENT FACULTY AND STUDENTS








1.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist
students in improving reading
comprehension. 1.3117 1.8916 .01
2.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist
students in improving vocabulary. 1.6234 1.9476 .014.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist
students in improving spelling.
5.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist
students in improving grammar.
6.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist
students in improving technical
report writing skills.
7.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist









2.5195 2.0874 .018.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist
students in improving speech for
students whose first language is
not English.
10.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist
students in improving basic
arithmetic.
13.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist
students in improving ability to
use time effectively.
14.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist
students in improving ability to








1.5714 1.9965 .0115.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist
students in improving ability
to get meaning from what is
heard in class.
18.The Center for Student Development
should offer tutoring by faculty
members.
24.The Center for Student Development
should offer tutoring by fellow
students.
25.Testing should be done before a
student registers for classes to
identify basic skill deficiencies
the individual might have in















26.Students identified as deficient in
the basic skills of reading, writing,
or math should be required to receive
asssistance at the Center for Student
Development in their deficient
area(s). 1.8961 2.4201 .01
27.Students should receive college credit
for courses offered by the Center
for Student Development. 3.2857 2.7049 .01Table 73
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN DEVELOPMENTAL FACULTY AND STUDENTS
The attitudes and opinions of developmental faculty and students were significantly different on the
following items:
1.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist
students in improving reading
comprehension.
2.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist
students in improving vocabulary.
4.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist
students in improving spelling.
5.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist








1.4118 2.0245 .0110.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist
students in improving basic
arithmetic.
13.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist
students in improving ability to
use study time effectively.
14.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist
students in improving ability to
take useful notes in class.
15.The Center for Student Development
should offer programs to assist
students in improving ability to











1.5294 2.0594 .0121.Tutoring should be offered on a
drop-in basis.
23.The Center for Student Development
should be open during the summer
months.
24.The Center for Student Development
should offer tutoring by fellow
students.
Mean Score
Developmental Faculty
Mean Score
Students
Significance
Level
1.2353 2.2118 .01
1.6471 2.1181 .05
1.6471 2.5104 .01